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CURRENT TOPICS. 





Mr. Justice Kay will go on circuit on April 18. During his 
absence his causes will be transferred to Mr. Justice Pearson, and 
Mr. Baron Potxock will again sit to hear the causes of the latter 


learned judge. 





Ir Is GENERALLY UNDERSTOOD that Mr. C. P. Burr, Q.C., M.P., will 
be the new judge of the Probate and Admiralty Division in succes- 
sion to Sir R. J. Puittm0Rre; and no doubt can be entertained 
that, both as regards special knowledge and experience, and general 
ability, Mr. Burr is pre-eminently qualified for the post. 





Wuen THE Brits or Sate Act, 1882, came into operation, we 
expressed an opinion that the courts would probably -adopt the 
view that the sections of the Act of 1878 which are 
repealed by section 15 of the Act of 1882, are only partially 
repealed, and that bills of sale which are not securities for money 
must be attested and registered as formerly. This opinion is borne 
out by the decision of Mr. Justice Fry, in the case of Swift v. 
Pannell, which will be found reported elsewhere. He held that by 
virtue of section 3 of the Act of 1882, section 20 of the Act of 1878 
is excepted from the operation of the repealing section 15 of the Act 
of 1882, so far as regards an absolute bill of sale not made by way 
of security, so that the registration of such a bill of sale still has 
the effect of taking the goods out of the reputed ownership of the 
grantor. It will be seen that the result of this construction is to 
render it necessary that bills of sale absolutely assigning property 
should be attested by a solicitor, although no one would suppose 
that any protection was necessary in such a case. 





Tue Batxror Acr Continuance and Amendment Bill, which will 
probably have passed a second reading before these lines reach the 
eyes of our readers, cannot be described as a measure of first-class 
importance. It contains only seventeen clauses, effecting amend- 
ments of the law which are mostly trivial, though, perhaps, desir- 


‘able. The only clauses which call for special notice are the 3rd 


and the 6th. By the 3rd it is proposed to enact that ‘‘a ballot 
peer shall not be void by reason only of a departure from the 
tions for the guidance of the voter in voting contained in the 


‘second schedule to the Ballot Act, 1872, if it appears to the satis- 


faction of the returning officer of the court at the trial of an elec- 
tion petition that the ballot paper shows for whom the voter intended 
to vote, and that such departure from the directions was not in- 
tended by the voter to enable his vote to be identified, and, having 
regard to the circumstances, does not enable his vote to be identi- 
fied.” This affirms almost exactly the law laid down in the 
famous case of Woodward v. Sarsons (L. R. 10 C. P. 733), in which 
the court, dissenting from the Scotch judges in Haswell v. Stewart 
(2 O’M. & H. 215), allowed a triple cross, and other either imper- 
fect or too emphatic representations of the wishes of the voter to 
pass as good votes. We think this is in accordance with common 
sense, and ought to pass into law for the purpose of reconciling the 
English and Scotch decisions, if for no other reasons. It will be 
remembered that the case of Hoyle v. Hitchman (L. R. 4 Q.B. D. 
236) disclosed a similar conflict of decisions upon the Adulteration 
Act, and that a statute—‘‘The Sale of Food and Drugs Act 


Amendment Act, 1879’—was quickly passed to assimilate the law 


of the two countries. The 6th clause of the Ballot Bill is one 
which we cannot so heartily support. By a series of elaborate 


‘Provisions this clause confers upon loca] authorities the power to 


extend the hours of polling in boroughs. We think the machinery 





of the clause will prove inconvenient and troublesome, and we 
would suggest that the more desirable course will be to extend, by 
the Bill itself, the hours of polling in boroughs having a larger 
population than, say, 20,000 inhabitants. 





Mr. Lasoucuere recently asked the Home Secretary whether 
his attention had been called to the fact that a certain 
prisoner who escaped from the Cambridge County Prison, and who 
was recaptured, was severely flogged, and that another convict 
confined in the same prison who attempted to escape was also 
flogged. Sir Wrx14sm Harcourt stated that in England escaping 
from prison was a breach of the law, and he should not interfere. 
That escaping from prison is a breach of the law is undoubted, but 
we have not been able to discover the particular statute under 
which corporal punishment is expressly authorized for the offence, 
co nomine. Breaking prison is an offence at common law, and the 
statute De Frangentibus Prisonam, 1 Ed. 2, st. 2, still unrepealed, 
provides that the offence is felony in the case of a prisoner 
imprisoned for felony, and misdemeanor in the case of a prisoner 
imprisoned for misdemeanor. This ap to be the only statute 
dealing with the offence, for although the Prison Act, 1865, s. 37 
(as to which see Reg. v. Payne, L. R. 1 C.C. R. 27) makes it 
felony to aid a prisoner in escaping, both that and the Prison Act, 
1877, leave the offence by the prisoner himself, eo mnomine, 
untouched. Rule 57 under the Prison Act, 1865, enumerates a 
number of ‘prison offences,”’ such as “‘ absence from chapel with- 
out leave,” for which ‘‘close confinement” may be inflicted, but 
breaking prison is not one of them. Rule 60 provides that all 
corporal punishments within the prison shall be attended by the 
gaoler and the surgeon, but we take it that the corporal punish- 
ments therein referred to are those which have been made part of 
a prisoner’s sentence. It is, however, provided by section 14 of 
the Prison Act, 1877, that an offender shall not be punished under 
rules 58 and 59 of the Act of 1865, or either of them, “by 
personal correction, except in pursuance of the order of two justices 
of the peace, after such inquiry upon oath and determination con- 
cerning the matter reported to them,” as is mentioned in rule 58. 
That rule authorizes ‘‘ personal correction” in the case of any 
prisoner convicted of felony or sentenced to hard labour who has 
been either guilty of ‘‘repeated offences against prison discipline ” 
or ‘‘ of any offence against prison discipline which the gaoler is not, 
by this Act [the Act of 1865], empowered to punish.” It must 
be assumed that it was under the authority of these provisions that 
the Cambridge flogging took place, for it cannot be said that break- 
ing prison is not an offence against prison discipline ; but it may be 
wished that the Legislature had dealt with the subject more 
specifically. 





AMoNG THE MINOR CHANGES proposed by the Government Bank- 
ruptcy Bill the reduction of the time to which a trustee’s title 
will relate back should be noted. By section 6 of the present Act 
a debtor can only be adjudged bankrupt on an act of bankruptcy 
committed within six months before the presentation of the bank- 
ruptcy petition, but by section 11 it is provided that the bank- 
ruptcy of a debtor shall relate back to, and commence at, the time 
of the act of bankruptcy being committed on which the adjudica- 
tion is made, or, if the bankrupt has committed more acts of 
bankruptcy than one, then to ‘the time of the first of the acts 
of bankruptcy that may be proved to have been committed by the 
bankrupt within ¢welve months next preceding the order of 
adjudication,” with a saving clause that it shall not relate back to 
a prior act of bankruptcy unless the debtor was then indebted in 
a sum sufficient to constitute a petitioning creditor’s debt which 
remained due at the date of the order of adjudication. It is now 
proposed, by clause 6, sub-clause 1 (c.), of the Government Bill, 
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to retain the provision of section 6 which we have referred to; 
but with regard to the provisions of section 11 an import- 
ant alteration is proposed by clause 38 of the Bill. This 
clause follows closely the wording of the section, the only devia- 
tions therefrom being the substitution of the words “a receiving 
order is made against him” for the words “the order is made 
adjudging him to be bankrupt” in line 3; the substitution of 
the words “‘siz months next preceding the date of the receiving 
order” for the words “twelve months next preceding the order v 
adjudication” in the sentence which we have previously quoted, 
and thé omission of the saving clause with which the 
section concludes. The first alteration is necessary on account 
of other proposals contained in the Bill, but it is im- 
portant to consider the effect of the other alterations. Gener- 
ally speaking, we may say that we think the proposed 
reduction an improvement upon the present law, but it ought 
to be restricted to six months next preceding. the filing of the 
petition, not the date of the receiving order. It was. quite 
right, in providing for the hankruptcy to relate back to a prior act 
of bankruptcy committed within a longer period than would be 
sufficient to present a, petition upon, to restrict it.to the time from 
which the order of adjudication was made, but the same reason 
does not apply when the same. period is selected. Thus, sup- 
posing. a, debtor commits two. acts of bankruptcy, within six 
months of the filing of a petition against him, either of such acts of 
bankruptcy would cient, to ground. the. petition upop... But 
if the petitioning greditor should only allege the later of the acts of 
bankruptcy, and should proceed. to obtain a receiving order upon 
that alone, it might happen that, before he could obtain. such an 
order, more than six.months would elapse from the committing of 
the earlier of such acts of bankruptcy, and in that case the trustee’s 
title would not relate back to the earlier act of bankruptcy, as it 
would if the petition had been founded upon that act of bankruptcy. 
This would be an anomaly which ought not to be enacted, and 
which would be ayoided by our suggestion. And to avoid the 
uncertainty as to whether a trustee’s title would relate back under 
a debtor’s own petition to any prior act of bankruptcy (which, it 
was held under the old law, it would not do: Zz parte Jackson, 
Re Ferens, 12 Jur. 770; Stevenson vy. Newnham, 17 Jur. 600), we 
would further suggest the introduction, after the word ‘“ debtor” 
in the first line of the clause, of the words ‘“‘ whether the same take 
place upon the debtor’s own petition or upon that of a creditor 
or creditors.” The introduction of these words could not 
possibly injure the operation of the clause, whilst they would 
mie ig any doubt being entertained upon the point we have men- 
ioned. 





Tue Bux which has, been introduced by Mr. Mozean Lioyp and 
Mr. Iypgrwicx for the purpose of regulating the use of firearms 
has an excellent. object, but. we greatly doubt whether its method 
As a good one. _ It contains three clauses only. _ The first, gives the 
short title of the Firearms Act, 1880. By the second it is provided 
that “every person who shall carry any . firearm, loaded 
with gunpowder or other explosive substance, in any street or other 
public place within the limits of any city, town, or village, shall be 
guilty of a misdemeanor, and shall, upon conviction 
before two justices, be liable to imprisonment 
for any term not exceeding three months, or to a fine of not exceed- 
ing £10: Provided always, that if such person shall prove to the 
satisfaction of such . . justices that he had _ reasonable 
grounds for believing that the carrying of a loaded firearm was, 
under the circumstances, necessary for self-defence, it shall. be 
lawful for such justices to dismiss the charge.” The 
third clause authorizes constables, in addition to their powers under 
the Gun Licence Act, 1870 [see section 9 of that Act, whereby they 
may demand the production of a licence from any person carrying a 
gun, and upon refusal may demand his name, and upon refusal to 
give the name, may arrest him], to require any person suspected of 
carrying a loaded firearm, contrary to the provisions of the Act, to 
deliver up such firearm for examination, and to arrest such person 
upon refusal, “and to convey him before any justice of the peace 
haying jurisdiction at the place where the offence shall be com- 
mitted, who may, upon proof of such demand and refusal, commit 
the offender to prison for any period not exceeding one month.” It 
Will be seen that the Bill is:directed against the possession in 





d 


particular places of loaded firearms only, and leaves unloaded fire. 


arms and the licensing of firearms generally to be dealt with under 


the existing law. We cannot but think that the total restriction 
upon carrying loaded firearms in ‘any street or other public place 
within the limits of any city, town, or village” is unnecessary and 
uncalled for, and, at all events, that the forbidden limits might be 
confined to the metropolitan police district and to urban sanitary 
districts. It also appears to us that the power of any policeman to 
take any man’s gun from him upon suspicion of its being loaded 
may lead to murderous struggles, in which (unless it be proposed 
to arm the police) the carrier of the gun will certainly not have 
the worst of it. But, as we have ourselves urged, some amend. 
ment of the Gun Licence Act appears to be desirable, and we would 
suggest that no gunsmith should be allowed to sell a firearm unless 
the purchaser produce the pesenary licence, and it perhaps might 
be made obligatory on gunsmiths to keep a register of sales. 








SIR GEORGE JESSEL. 


Ir uniformity can make a characteristic, the universality of regret 
which is éalled forth by the news of Sir George Jessel’s déath will 
characterize his life and fame. Nor did the scope, variety, and 
strength of his gifts fall short of the grief which attends théir loss. 
As a judge he was at once so swift and so sure that the surprise 
which each quality called forth became nothing less than astonish- 
ment at the union of the two. When he reasoned, it seemed as 
though he could dispense with authority ; when he. quoted, his 
learning and research admitted of no comparison. No branch of 
law seemed unfamiliar to him. Whether he was construing, with 
vast knowledge guided by lucid common sense, the terms of an in- 
tricate will, or laying down the principles of patent law, or expound- 
ing mercantile usage, or settling the limits of public authority, or 
regulating the procedure of the courts, he was alike clear, practical, 
and profound. Such achievements could only haye been possible 
to a man gifted with the swiftest apprehension and the most ample 
and tenacious memory.. And in truth he seemed only to need to 
reach his hand in any direction to lay hold upon the keystone 
which at once fitted and completed the arch of legal reasoning 
upen any matter which was before him. . It was precisely these 
faculties which enabled him to deal with such extraordinary 
sagacity with facts: however numerous and complicated, and to 
deliver occasionally those judgments which have been sometimes 
said to show the highest kind of excellence—judgments in which 
the statement of the facts gives at once the reasoning and the 
conclusion. — 

The Master of the Rolls will perhaps be chiefly remembered as 
one of. the principal authors of. the judicature reform ,of 1873, 
and the draftsman of the schedule of rules which formed part of 
the Act of that year, and which some have thought, perhaps not 
without reason, would have formed a more plastic, and not less 
certain, guide of practice than the more detailed rules which were 
substituted for them. This may certainly be said, that no judge 
did more to carry out the principles and purpose of the Judicature 
Acts, and to regulate their operation by the rules of common sense 
and practical. convenience, than the late Master of the Rolls. in 
the framing of new rules of court he took a very prominent part. 
He was always accustomed to note as subjects for amendment any 
defects in practice which came under his notice in the course of 
his judicial duties, with a view to bringing them before the Rule 
Committee of Judges. The loss of his ingenious and acute 
eaqereare intellect will be severely felt by the members of that 
body. 

If the bar were asked to say what were their relations to him, 
there would probably not be a single dissentient voice, and the 
testimony of all would be that no judge more fully and candidly 
received and weighed the arguments addressed to him. No doubt, 
if an argument were worth nothing, or a fact were wholly irrele- 
vant, he did not hesitate to say so; and if the argument or fact 
were reiterated he showed no toleration of the waste of time, Nor 
can it be doubted that his own rapid intellect and decisive energy 
tended to roughen the manner in which he expressed his dissent. 
But though he, perhaps, sometimes erred in anticipating too much 
the conclusions at which others were destined to, arriye, no.one 
could accuse him of shutting his ears to any topic properly urged, 
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or ne to an opinion too hastily taken up. This receptive 

enius is the best sort of kindliness for the judgment-seat, and that 
which a bar worthy of itself will alone claim. But the kindliness 
of a good-natured heart is none the less agreeable when it is shown, 
and this with the Master of the Rolls was always most present 
where its want would most be felt. 

If for a moment we may turn from the legal world to the wider 
universe of general knowledge, the testimony of those competent 
to judge shows him almost as great a master in science as we know 
him to have been in law. His whole mental constitution seems to 
have been of a uniform and continuous texture. There was not in 
him, as there is with some men, a chasm dividing his legal from 
his non-legal world of thought and action, but each seemed to be 
informed with the spirit of the other, and his extraordinary know- 
ledge of science, of business, and of the ordinary facts of the world 
seemed always at hand to throw light on the questions which came 
before him for decision. 

After what we have said, it seems superfluous to add that his 
loss is irreparable. Good and even great judges may remain, but 
there is no judge, nor can we expect to see a judge, who combines 
in such perfection all the qualities of a great judicial character. 





Sir George Jessel was the son of Mr. Z. A. Jessel. He was educated 
at University College, London, He matriculated at the London Uni- 
versity in 1840 with mathematical honours. He took his B.A. degree in 
1843 as University Scholar in Mathematics, and at the M.A. Examination 
in 1844 he obtained the gold medal for Mathematics, He aleo took 
honcurs in Botany at the B.A. Examination, and during his life he was 
yery fond of this study. He was a pupil of Mr. E. J. Lloyd (afterwards 
a Queen’s Counsel), and of Mr. P. Brodie. Mr. Jessel was the favourite 
pupil of this eminent conveyancer, and in his early years did a good deal 
of work for him, Mr, Jessel also read with Mr. Peacock (now Sir Barnes 
Peacock), and he was fond of telling how he used to work with Mr, 
Peacock to the small hours of the morning. When Mr. Jessel was called 
to the bar, he at once took the spacious chambers on the ground 
floor in Stone-buildings which had been occupied by Sir Charles 
Wetherell, and he thus, in after years, presented the singular spectacle 
of a Solicitor-General finding the first chambers he took abundantly 
sufficient for him. He rose at once into a large practice. ‘I 
remember,” eays a valued correspondent, “his telling me_ that 
he made £1,900 in his second year and found it the hardest 
year’s work he had ever done.” 

In 1865 he received a silk gown from Lord Westbury. He elected to 
practice in the Rolls Court, where he soon became one of the recognized 
leaders, At the general election of 1868 he was elected M.P. for 
Dover, In 1871, on Sir Robert Collier being made a member of 
the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council, the present Lord 
Coleridge became Attorney-General, and was succeeded in the Solicitor- 
Generalship by Mr. Jessel, who thereupon received the honour 
of knighthood. He rendered valuable aid in passing the Judicature 
Act of 1878 through the House of Commons; but his official career 
was a very short one, since in. August, 1878, on the resignation of the 
late Lord Romilly, he became Master of the Rolls, and was sworn a mem- 
ber of the Privy Council. Upon the Judicature Acts coming into opera- 
tion, he became an ¢a-officio member of the Court of Appeal, and on the 
passing of the Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1881, he was re- 
lieved of his duties as a judge of first instance, and was restricted 
to appellate duties. 

His career as a judge is commented on elsewhere, and his 
kindness to members of the junior bar who appeared before 
him was referred to by Mr. Davey, Q.0., in his admirable re- 
marks on Wednesday morning. An instance which is not very much 
known may illustrate this characteristic. A nervous junior once 
appeared at the Rolls with his first brief. His leader was absent, 
and with much trepidation the junior rose to suggest to the court that 
under the cirevmstances the case should be. postponed until the leader 
appeared. The Master of the Rolls iu his kindliest manner asked the 
junior to etate his case. When he had done so the judge restated the 
whole case, putting it, it need hardly be said, in the best possible light for 
the parties represented by the junior. Having done this, he turned to 
the leader on the opposite side and said, “That is the case you have to 
meet ; now what have you got to say ?” 

With the officers of tho Supreme Court with whom the late Master of 
the Rolls came in contact he was in the highest degree popular. He 
Was always accessible, and always ready to give advice and assistance, 
and his extraordinary knowledge of practice and decisions enabled him 
to advise with absolute safety on the spur of the moment. 

During hie last day’s sitting in the Court of Appeal on Saturday, it 
was remarked that his appearance indicated alarming symptoms, but 


: his intellect was as keen as ever, and the four appeals in the day’s paper 
_ Were heard and dispoted of before one o'clock. We understand that he 





had made arrangements to start on Wednesday morning for Bath, where 
he purposed to remain during the Easter Vacation. Bat early on 
Wednesday morning he was seized with a spasmodic attack impeding 
the action of the heart, under which he rapidly sank, and died in the 
course of about two hourr. By a remarkable coincidence, his gentleman 
of the chamber, Mr. James Davey, died only a few hours previously. 





At the usual hour for the sitting of the second Court of A of 
which the Master of the Rolls was usually president, the following tribute 
to his memory was paid by the remaining judges of the court as recently 
constituted, Lords Faulks Cotton and Lindley. 

Lord Justice Corron said: Mr. Davey, you are probably aware that 
the court has sustained a great loss indeed: the great judge, the Master 
of the Rolls, who so lately was here taking part with us in the labours of 
this court, is gone. Nothing that 1 can say can possibly add to the 
estimation in which he is already held; but still I feel it right to show 
my respect for him by saying a few words about him as he is gone. He 
was a man undoubtedly of singular natural gifts and great mental powers ; 
but to that he had added a great study of law—a deep knowledge of the 
law ; and that, with his wonderful memory, made him a great master as 
& judge. Undoubtedly sometimes his own quickness of apprehension, 
and the rapidity with which he saw what must be the termination of a case, 
led him to be impatient of arguments from those who took a different 
view and who were bound to support that different view. Bat he was 
alike to all; and although occasionally his words may have had the 
appearance of being rough, yet that proceeded not fromany desire to pain, 
but simply from his desire to get through the work, and to get it through 
shortly, his own quickness of perception and his own natural impatience 
not making him tolerant of long arguments in acase. Bat he was a 
man of singular kindness. From what I have seen of him, and [ was 
with him asa junior, with him as a Queen’s Counsel, with him on this 
bench, I am satisfied that there was no man who had a greater kind- 
ness of heart than the late Master of the Rolls. If he felt that he had 
said anything which might apparently have given offence, though none 
was intended, he was ready, as I myself know from sitting with him 
here, to express his regret that he had used expressions which, on re- 
flection, he thought he had better not have used. He was devoted to 
work, eager always to be here doing his work; and there can be no 
greater proof of that than that, suffering as he has boen for weeks 
from the disease which carried him off, he was here doing his duty no 
longer ago than last Saturday. Little did we think that that was the 
last time we should see him here. We must all regret that wa have 
lost a colleague on this bench of such great powers. We shall feel it 
difficult to find an equal to the late Master of the Rolls. I think it will 
be right, to show our respect for him, that we shoald not sit here in 
public to-day, but if there is anything pressiag to be disposed of, [ and 
Lord Justice Lindley will take it in my room. 

Mr. Davey, Q.C.: I regret very much that there is no gentleman of 
the inner bar who is senior to me present who could more eloquently 
express the feelings of the bar at the greatness of the loss we have 
sustained. At the same time there is an appropriateness ia my saying a 
few words in reference to what your lordships have said from the bench ; 
because I suppose there is no one practising at the Chancery Bar who 
has had more intimate knowledge of, who has derived greater advantage 
from, and who has more thoroughly appreciated, the work which the 
Master of the Rolls @id on the bench. For five years J had the honour 
and the pleasure of practising before the Master of the Rolls when he 
was sitting at the Rolls Court; and I can most traly say that what little 
knowledge of law I have acquired bas been mainly due to the training— 
and that whatever practice I have acquired as an advocate, with those 
who have practised before the Master of the Rolls—we have received 
from practising before his lordship. My lords, it may be that some 
people who did not know the Master of the Rolls, and who did ‘not 
tand understhe Master of the Rolls, so well as the counsel who practised 
before him, thought that occasionally he disposed of cases with too great 
repidity—thought that occasionally he was rough in his manner towards 
counsel who pressed upon him arguments which thoy felt it their duty to 
press. on behalf of their clients; but I can most honestly aud un- 
feignedly say that that was a misapprehension ou the part of those 
who held that view, not appreciating that great quickness of apprehension 
which was one of his most remarkable faculties. He seemed to 
understand a case almost before it was opened to him, and I eau traly 
say that I never knew a case in which the Master of the Rolls was at 
fault in his facts, although he had arrived at his conclusion with « 
rapidity which seemed marvellous. Although he made us do our work, 
and did not allow us to argue untenable points, I can say that T have 
cases iu my recollection where, if one had a real point which was deserv- 
ing of careful consideration, he was always ready to hear, and he 
was too great a man ever to be afraid of saying he had changed his 
opinion after hearing argument. I have known numerous cases in which 
that occurred. But there was one feature which [ always thought, and 
I believe some of my colleagues have thought, the most 
characteristic of the Master of the Rolls, as a judge, was his uavarying 
and unfailing kindness to the junior bar, and the assistance which he 
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always gave its members. It was almost a joke amongst us that ‘‘ the 
younger a man was the better chance he had of being heard at the Rolls.” 
I have known instances of gentlemen of the junior bar, of less experience 
than thoee who practised before the Master of the Rells, receiving from 
him the most patient hearing, kindness, and assistanee. The Master of 
the Rolla, perceiving that a gentleman, holding perhaps almost his first 
brief, was nervous and inexperienced, would give him the utmost assist- 
ance and latitude, and received what he had to say with the greatest 
favour and consideration. My lords, this is hardly the time when our 
hearts are full to say all we fecl of the Master of the Rolls; I, at least, 
speaking for myself, cannot do it. I have known him, not only in his 
public life, but I have had the advantage of knowing him iu private life. 
I can truly say, speaking for myself, and I believe I express the senti- 
ments of those around me when I say it, we feel from a public point of 
view that the court has sustained an irreparable loss, and in saying that 
it is no disrespect to the other judges sitting on that bench. I may also 
say that those who knew him in private have lost a dear and kind friend, 
who was always ready with advice and assistance to those who applied 
tohim. My lords, I hope you will excuse me saying more, as I do not 
feel able to express all that I have in my heart. I can only say that we 
thoroughly re-echo and appreciate the sentiments which have been ex- 
pressed from the bench. 

Mr. Owen: My lords, as senior member of the junior bar present, I 
have been asked by my friends around me to say how thoroughly we 
agree with all Mr. Davey bas said on behalf of the senior bar. We all 
know that from the day when the Master of the Rolls first took silk 
to his last sitting on the bench, he was distinguished by his universal 
kindness to younger men who most required assistance, and I am quite 
certain all of us feel that we have lost in him a very kind and very good 
friend, and one who had the interests of the junior bar at heart. 








THE GOVERNMENT PROPOSALS AS TO OF- 
FICIAL RECEIVERS IN BANKRUPTCY. 
I. 


One of the great complaints against the working of the Bankruptcy Acts 
of 1849 and 1861 was that in bankruptcy matters too much power was 
placed in the hands of the official assignees of the courts, who, as 
permanent officials, whom the creditors could not remove or interfere 
with in any way, were apt to be dilatory and careless of the interests of 
creditors in winding up estates, and from whom difficulty was 
experienced in obtaining information. It was urged that if these 
officials were abolished, and creditors were left to deal with their debtors’ 
estates through nominees of their own, greater satisfaction would be 
given, as such nominees, acting under a committee of inspection of the 
creditors themselves, would for their own sakes, and to obtain a reputa- 
tion in their business, wind up estates aud pay dividends with greater 
promptitade, less cost, and consequently with all the more probability 
of declaring larger Cividends. This view of the matter prevailed at that 
time, and as a consequence those officiale, together with their various 
staffs, were abolished, at considerable cost to the country in the shape of 
pensions and other compensation, and the present system was then set 
up. Over twelve years’ experience of that system has pretty well 
convinced everybody who has followed its working with any degree of 
interest that, if certain evils which were associated with the former system 
have been cured, others have only been intensified or fresh ones created, 
and that it is absolutely neceesary at the present time to a great extent 
to retrace the steps taken in 1869, and to return again to an official 
system. It cannot reasonably be expected that creditors who have made 
bed debts can, as a general rule, afford the time necessary to watch and 
protect estates, and the technicalities and routine of the bankruptcy laws 
—which it is absolutely necessary for anyone to be acquainted with to 
enable him to be of any practical use—preclude ordinary creditors from 
giving such matters their attention. Consequently, in a vast number of 
cases, estates have been allowed to be manipulated by persons who have 
made a business of such matters, and creditors—through ignorance in 
most cases, and apathy in others—have stood by helplessly while the 
assets have literally disappeared into the pockets of trustees and others, 
Of course we only speak of a certain class of estates, and of a certain 
class of trusteer, but these are the cases which have brought the system 
into disrepute aud which have culminated in an agitation for a change 
into the old groove of officialism. Where accountants of standing and 
respectability are employed, such complaints are seldom heard, avd 
those cases are evidences on the other side that the present system, 
properly and honestly worked, could be made as satisfactory as any 
system of bankruptcy law is likely ever to be made. But the introduc- 
tion of that system has raised quite an army of persons throughout the 
country calling themselves accountants, and making their living out of 
receiverships aud trusteeships in bankruptcy and liquidation. This has 
given rise to many scandals which have lately begun to come home to 
the mere respectable, and what we may call the legitimate, class of 
accountants, who have, in consequence, recently obtained a charter of 





incorporation for the protection of their interests. We fear, however, 
that the evil has. become too deeply rooted to be stamped out by this 
means, as it would take at least a generation to accomplish that object 
even if it could be accomplished at all by that means. The worst con- 
sequence of the Act of 1869 was the creation of this army of “ account- 
ants” without sufficient protection, and we are disposed to view with 
favour any proposal which is at all likely to be successful in reducing the 
ranks of the army and eliminating therefrom vast numbers now included 
in it. This is one professed object of the Government proposals, and 
we begin our criticism of those proposals entirely in harmozy with that 
object. 

The method by which the Government seek to attain the object wo 
have mentioned is by the appointment of official receivers to the various 
courts, who shall be the only receivers to be appointed in bankruptey 
matters, and who shall be appointed to the courts by, and shall act under 
the supervision of, the Board of Trade. The uniform appointment of 
these persons to the office of receiver will certainly have the effect of 
reducing the amount of business and opportunities of making costs 
which now come to the hands of the so-called “ accountants,’ and that 
will be a distinct point gained. Then the official receiver's duties are 
defined both ‘‘ as regards the debtor’? and ‘‘as regards the estate of a 
debtor,” and they include the making of a searching investigation into 
the conduct and affairs of every debtor, taking part in his public exami- 
nation and reporting thereon to the court, and making such other reports 
asthe Board of Trade shall direct, as well as reporting to the creditors 
upon any proposal which the debtor may make with respect to the mode 
of liquidating his affairs, and the receiver is intrusted with certain powers 
for the purpose of carrying out those duties. He is also to act as trustee 
in case the creditors do not appoint another person as trustee, or in the 
event of any vacancy in that office, and, by clause 113, in estates not 
exceeding £300 in value, he is to be the trustee unless the creditors, by 
special resolution, appoint another trustee. By the latter provision it is con- 
templated that an opportunity will thus be given in small estates of having 
them administered in a prompt and inexpensive manner, as it is in estates 
of this kind that the heavy bills of costs made out by accountant trustees 
are most burdensome. Clauses 61—?4 are the principal clauses relating 
to official receivers, but, in addition to these, there are a number of other 
clauses relating to the same matter in different parts of the Bill, and we 
propose to discuss the various provisions relating to the subject contained 
in the clauses we have mentioned under their several heads, and to refer 
to the other portions of the Bill relating to the same under each heal, 

The first point is as to the persons whom it is proposed to appoint as 
official receivers, the manner of their appointment, and the control to 
which they are to be subject. This is provided by sub-clause 1 of clause 
61, which is as follows :— 


‘¢61.—(1.) The Board of Trade may at any time after the passing of 
this Act, and from time to time, appoint such registrars of county courts not 
having jurisdiction in bankruptcy, high bailiffs, and such other persons as they 
think jit to be official receivers of debtors’ estates, and may remove any 
person so appointed from such office. The official receivers of debtors’ 
estates shall act under the general authority and directions of the Board 
of Trade, but shall be officers of the courts to which they are respectively 
attached.”’ 


The interpretation clause of the Bill (clause 157) also provides that 
‘¢ ¢ official receiver’ means and includes a registrar or any other officer 
of the court appointed to act as official receiver of debtors’ estates.” 
Inasmuch as registrars of county courts not having jurisdiction in bank- 
ruptcy and high bailiffs are specially mentioned in the clause, it would 
appeat that those officers are intended to be selected in the first place, 
and that the “‘ other persons ” are included for the purpose of giving the 
Board of Trade a further general power to appoint persons outside those 
officers in case of necessity. Now, let us consider what the effect of 
this proposal will be. First, with regard to registrars of courts excluded 
from bankruptcy jurisdiction. There are 131 different county courts 
throughout the country which have bankruptcy jurisdiction, of which 
108 have other districts attached to them for bankruptcy purposes—some 
having only one, whilst others have several of such districts attached to 
them. The registrars of the districts so attached to others have not 
had any experience of the working of the present Act so far as theit 
respective offices are concerned, and, as a general rule, their profes- 
sional experience has been in small towns where bankruptcy matters 
have been the least frequent. It would, therefore, seem that they are 
scarcely the persons who, from their training, are the most suitable to 
undertake the wide duties proposed to be intrusted to official receivers. 
On the other hand, to appoint the registrars of the several courts having 
jurisdiction would be to impose upon them duties which would be in- 
consistent with those of registrar under the Bill, whilst the other regis- 
trars, not having those duties to perform, would not be placed iu an 
anomalous position with regard thereto. And, at least, they have the 
legal education and training of solicitors, which will enable them all the 
more readily to acquire a knowledge of the now duties proposed to be 
intrusted to them, and it does not appear to be in any way contem- 
pleted that al/ the registrars of the courts not haviug bankruptey juris 
diction shall be appointed official receivers. But a difficulty occurs t 
us which is likely to create some amount of inconvenience upon this point, 
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In order to carry out the proposals of the Government it will be essential 
that the official receivers shall be in constant attendance upon the 
courts to which they may be appointed. Now, if they are also to per- 
form their duties as registrars of other courts at a little distance, they 
cannot always be in attendance at the courts to which they:may be 

inted as official receivers, and delays and consequent diesatisfaction 
may become frequent. On the whole, therefore, we think this part of 
the proposal will not be found to answer so well as it is probably ex- 
pected to do. 

Then as to high bailiffs. We presume the intention is generally to 
appoint those officers as official receivers where a registrar of a court 
excluded from bankruptcy jurisdiction cannot be obtained for the pur- 

, asin the cases of the twenty-three courts which have no other 
courts attached to them for bankruptcy purposes. Now we do not for a 
moment wish to depreciate the merits of the different high bailiffs 
throughout the country. They are mostly, we have no doubt, very 
excellent nen in their present positions, but we do say that, as a general 
tule, they are not at all the class of persons who ought to be appointed 
to perform the wide and onerous duties proposed to b: intrusted to 
official receivers. Their present experience will, no doubt, enable them 

well to perform some of those duties, such as the taking possession 
of debtor’s estater, and ordinary routine work like summoning meetings, 
issuing forms of proxy, and inserting notices in the Gaz+tle aud local 
papers ; but beyond these we think them unfitted, as a general rule, to 
undertake the more important duties of investigating a debtor’s conduct 
and accounts and reporting thereon, officiating at meetings, and deciding 
upon proofs of debt. Besides, we think their present duties are, 
generally speaking, enough for them to attend to, and it would, in our 
opinion, be more reasonable to make them simply subservient officers to 
the official receivers, performing similar duties to what the messengers of 
the old courts of bankruptcy did under the official assignees. 

Lastly, as to “such other persons’’ as the Board of Trade think fit. 
This is a very wide provision, and under it the Board could, of course, 
appoint any person whatever to the office. And we anticipate that it 
will be found absolutely necessary in a great many courts to have 
recourse to this power. The duties of investigating intricate accounts, 
for instance, are such as it may be necessary to intrust to trained 
accountants, and if persons, not having that training, be appointed as 
official receivers, they will, in large and complicated matters, nave to 
seek assistance of that nature. But we think it would be preferable to 
give the official receivers, with the sanction of the Board of Trade, a power 
to employ professional accountants to make such investigations rather than 
to appoint accountants generally to the position of official recéivers. 

As to the manner of their appointment, and the control to which tney 
are to be subject, it will be seen that all this is proposed to be in the 
hands of the Board of Trade. Thisis in conformity with the one great 
idea with which the Bill has been conceived—viz., that of making the 
Board of Trade the paramount authority. It is not our intention now to 
discuss that principle. Everything in the Bill is founded on it, so that 
to attempt to deviate from it in any way would be to bring down the 
whole structure. It is a huge experiment, about the success of which 
only vague speculations can be indulged in; but, for our own part, we do 
not see why it should not be successful, and, in our opinion, its success 
will depend altogether upon the knowledge of the subject which the 
Board of Trade officials may have, and the vigour and ability with which 
they may perform their task. 


The second sub-clause of clause 61 makes further provision for the 
carrying out of the previous sub-clause by providing :—‘*‘ Where more 
than one official receiver is attached to the court, such one of them as 
is for the time being app>inted by the court for any particular estate 
shall be the official receiver for the purposes of that estate. The court 
shall distribute the receiverships of the particular estates among the 
officiel receivers in the prescribed manner.” Upon this sub-clause we 
have very little to remark, beyond calling attention to the fact that it is 
contemplated by it that in some courts more than one official receiver 
shall be appointed. To judge of the proposal fairly it will be necessary 
toknow what remuneration it is intended to give to official receivers for 
their services, and in what manner it is proposed to charge debtors’ 
estates with fees to cover the same. Sub-clause 4 of clause 64 provides 
that ‘when the official receiver acts as trustee, he shall receive such 
temuneration owt of the estate as may be prescribed.” But the previous 
sub-clause provides, “ Every official receiver shall account to the Board 
of Trade and pay over all moneys and deal with all securities in such 
manner as the Board of Trade from time to time direct.” The question 
arises whether it is intended that the official receiver shall, under 
the last quoted sub-clanse, account for and pay over to the Board of 

e@ any remuneration he may receive as trustee, or whether it is 
intended that he shall retain it for his own use in addition to any 
remuneration which he may be allowed for performing his other duties 
&8 official receiver. As to that remuneration, and the charges to be made 
to debtors’ estater, the clause relating to it is clause 120, which provides 
that “the Lord Chancellor may, with the sanction of the Treasury, from 
time to time, presoribe a scale of fees and percentages to be charged for, 
orin respect uf, prceecdings under this Act; and the Treasury shall 

by whom, and in what manner, the same are to be collected, ac- 





counted for, and to what account they shall be paid, and whether any 
and what remuneration is to be allowed to any officer of the Board of 
Trade performing any duties und+r this Act.” The clause affords very 
little information on the point we have mentioned, but it is clear that a 
very great deal will depend upon how it is acted upon if it should be 
passed in its present form. In order to meet the salaries or other 
remuneration to be paid to the official receivers to compensate 
them sufficiently for their numerous duties, if may be necessary 
to provide a heavy scale of fees or percentages to be charged to 
debtors’ estates, and this, it is unnecessary to point out, will cause a 
reduction in the dividends to be paid, and so create dissatisfaction amongst 
creditors, who may not unreasonably complain that the burden of making 
official investigations in all cases, whether they desire it or not, should fall 
upon their shoulders, and they may justly ask that if these investigatiors 
are to be made in the interests of the public generally, then the general 
public should be called upon to pay the expense of them. 

We shall hereafter deal with the duties which it is proposed to 
intrust to official receivers, “ as regards the debtor,” under clause 63, and, 
“as regards the estate of a debtor,” under clause 64. 
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CALENDAR. 
Tue Incorroratep Law Socrety’s Catenpar For 1883, 


We note several new features in this issue of the calendar. It includes 
lists of all London and country practising solicitors; of solicitors attached 
to Government departments; of solicitors in Parliament, and, of course, it 
includes the Remuneration Order. We cannot help regretting that more 
pains have not been taken to indicate the changes made by death. 
The very first name of « country firm we looked for afforded the following 
results. The senior partner, who died in October last, is still duly given 
in the “‘ Local List of Solicitors,” and the old name of the firm is stated 
after his name and also after that of his surviving partner, while the name 
of a new partner is subsequently given, followed by the altered name of 
the partnership. A very little attention to the obituary notices in our 
columns would prevent these errors. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


BANK HOLIDAYS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—In answer to the letter of “C. F. R.,” in your issue of the 3rd 
inst., I think there can be no doubt that the election of commissioners 
under the Spalding Improvement Act should take place on Monday, the 
26th of March, for the reason that the Bank Holidays Act, 1871, only 
applies to banks. Section 1 of such Act says that certain specified days 
“shall be kept as close holidays in all banks.” Section 3, quoted by 
your correspondent, is, therefore, confined in its operation to payments 
and performance of acts relating to banking. 

My construction is confirmed by the amending Act of 1875, which is 
entitled ‘An Act to extend to docks, custom houses, inland revenue 
offices, and bonding warehouses in England and Ireland, certain provisions 
of the Bank Holidays Act, 1871, and to amend the same.” 

Scottish Club, W., March 20. Joun GraHam. 








A correspondent of the Manchester Guardian gives the following account 
of the procedure of the Paris Tribunal of Commerce, which appears to 
afford some useful hints to the Manchester Tribunal of Arbitration, if that 
valuable institution is still in existence:—‘‘The function which is of 
greatest interest to British merchants is that in which, although the 
verdict is given by the tribunal officially, the merits of the cases are ex- 
amined and settled, not by the tribunal, but by the junior judges. These 
junior judges rather arbitrate than settle the case on its merits, and are 
able, partly by threats and partly by persuasion, to induce the interested 

arties to consent to a verdict before the case comes into court at all. 

very case which is brought before the tribunal is sent down to the junior 
judges in the first instance. These send for the interested separ- 
ately, listen to their explanations and suggest a modus vivendi, If the 
junior judges find that the difference between the two extremes is not 
— the parties are summoned to the judges’ private room, and, as 
stated above, partly by threats—for the tribunal erally pronounces 
against whichever of the ies declines to meet the juniors’ 
spin es "ae and to avoid delay and expense, a verdict oy consent 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Pracrice—Srayixe Procespincs—Costs oF FORMER ACTION UNPAID— 
Marrrep Woman—Next Frrenp—Orp. 16, x. 8.—In a case of Randle v. 
Payne, before the Court of Appeal on the 20th inst., a question arose as to 
staying proceedings in an action, on the ground that the costs of a pre- 
vious action for the same purpose, which had been dismissed with costs, 
had not been paid. In December, 1881, a married woman, suing by a 
next friend, cormmenced an action against the executrix of a testator for the 
administration of his estate. In March, 1882, an order was made that the 
next friend should give security for the costs of the defendant, and in 
June, 1882, ah order was made that the action should be dismissed with 
costs, unless the next friend gave the security by the 15th of June. The 
security was not given by that day, and the action was accordingly dis- 
missed with costs, to be paid by the next friend. The costs were not 
paid. In October, 1882, the married woman, suing by another next friend, 
commenced another action against the executrix for the administration of 
the estate. The defendant took out a summons asking that all further 
proceedings in the second action might be stayed until the costs of the 
defendant of the first action should be paid. Bacon, V.C., refused.the 
application, but it was granted by the Court of Appeal (Corron and 
Lixptey, L.JJ.). It was urged on behalf of the plaintiff that such an 
order had never been made in a case where a married woman was suing in 
the second action by a next friend who was not the same person as the 
next friend in the first action,'so that different persons were liable for the 
costs of the two actions. And reliance was placed on some expressions of 
Lord Hatherley (when Wood, V.C.), in Hind v. Whitmore (2 K. & J. 458), 
as showing that in such a case it was not the practice to stay the proceed- 
ings in the second action. And it was urged that the effect of making 
such an order would be to deprive a married woman who was unable to 
find a substantial next friend of the right to sue altogether. Corron, L.J., 
said that there was no authority against making the order except Hind v. 
Whitmore, if that was against it. Of course it would be a different thing 
if the action was brought by a next friend on behalf of an infant. But a 
married woman had the power of selecting a next friend, and she 
was considered and treated as having a voice in the action to that 
extent, and was put under an obligation to select a next friend 
who was responsible for costs. His lordship could see no reason why 
the ordinary rule, that the proceedings in an action would be stayed, 
until the costs of a prior action for the same purpose against the 
same defendant, which had been dismissed with costs, had been paid, should 
not apply to a married woman suing by different next friends in the two 
actions. The object of the rule was to prevent the defendant from being 
harassed by vexatious litigation. It would be hard, no doubt, to make the 
second next friend pay the costs of the first action, but that was not asked. In 
Hindv. Whitmore there was an expression of opinion by Lord Hatherley that 
the rule should not be extended. But a married woman since the Judicature 
Act stood in a very different position. She could now, under rule 8 of 
order 16, sue, with the leave of the court, without her husband 
and without a next friend, on giving such security (if any) for 
costs as the court might require. So that she was not prevented 
from suing if she could not find a proper next friend. His lordship 
thought the rule ought to be laid down that, if a married woman brought 
an action by a next friend, and it was dismissed with costs because he 
could not find security for costs, another action by her by another next 
friend, for the same p se against the same defendant, ought not to be 
allowed to proceed until the costs of the first action had been paid. It 
was her duty to find a responsible next friend. If there had really been 
any evidence that the first next friend was able to pay the costs, his lord- 
ship would not have made the order to stay proceedings ; but there was no 
such evidence, and the order in the former action that he should give 
security, and his failure to comply with it, were primd facie evidence that he 
could not pay the costs. Liuypiey, L.J., said that the point appeared to 
be an absolutely new one, and the court ought to act on the rule that a 
defendant ought not to be unnecessarily vexed with litigation. There 
were several ways in which a married woman could sue. If she was a 
pauper, she could sue as such. If she was not a pauper, she could obtain 
an order to sue without a next friend on giving security for costs, if 
required. If she did sue by a next friend, she must take care to find a next 
friend who was responsible for costs. If an action was dismissed because 
security for costs was not given by the next friend, she ought not to be 
allowed to proceed with a second action until the costs of the first had 
been paid. There was no settled practice on the point, but the court 
ought to protect the defendant from this vexatious litigation.—Soxrcrroxs, 
W. Stocken ; Galmoye & Co. 





Wr1—Covenant not ro Revoxe—Vaiprry—Resrrarst oy MarrracE 
—Baxkrvrrcy—Cowtixcest Liaprcrry—Proor—Discuancr—Bas 
Act, 1849, s. 177—Basxrvrrcy Acr, 1861, s. 161.—On the 17th inst. the 
Court of Appeal (Jusset, M.R., and Corrox and Lixvzey, L.JJ.) affirmed 
the decision of Kay, J., in the case of Robinson v. Ommanney (30 W. R: 


om): One qhestion was as to the validity of a covenant not to revoke a 
will; the other was as to the right of the covenantee to in the bank- 
of the covenantor her contingent liability on the covenant. On 


the sth of February, 1859, Lydia Bohm assigned to Henry Robinson 
by way of mortgage the dividends of a sum of consols which was in court 
in an administration action to the credit of a 1 ven to her for her 


life. She had also a general power to appoint the capital of the 
consols, and by the bork. 2 deed she erenanted that she forth- 
with duly make her last will pursuant to and in exercise of her power, and 
would by her will appoint unto Robinson, his executors, y 








and ‘iil s, the principal sum of consols, upon trust to pay thereout to 
him and them the princi; 
under the mortgage, and that she would not do or commit any act, deed, 
matter, or thing whereby, or by reason or means whereof, the said will so 
to be made by her should be revoked, annulled, cancelled, obliterated, 
im hed, or affected in any manner‘ howsoever. On the 7th of Febru- 
ary, 1859, Lydia Bohm made a will in accordance with her covenant, and 
delivered it to Robinson. On the 10th of April, 1862, she was odjud, 
cated a bankrupt, and on the 4th of June, 1862, she obtained an 
order of discharge in the bankruptcy. On the 28th of August, 1876, she 
executed another will, by which she appointed the sum of consols to the 
defendant, whom she appointed her executor, and she revoked all other 
wills by her made. She died on the 3rd of April, 1880, and ther second 
will was proved by the defendant. The action was brought by the execu. 
tors of Robinson against the executor of Lydia Bohm, claiming da 

for the breach of the covenant not to revoke the first will. A donaklenaiie 
sum remained due on the mortgage. On behalf of the defendants it was 
contended that the covenant was void, as being in restraint of marriage, 
because a will might be revoked by marriage; and also that the serene on 
the covenant was barred by the discharge in the bankruptcy. Kay, J., held 
that the covenant might be read distributively as a covenant not to do any 
of the different acts which would revoke the will, including a covenant not to 
marry, and that, though it might be bad as a covenant not to marty, it was 
valid as regarded the other acts which might revoke the will ; and his lord: 
ship held that the possible liability under the covenant was not a contin: 
gent liability which could, under the Bankruptcy Acts of 1849 and 
1861, have been proved in the bankruptcy, and consequently that the 
remedy on the covenant was not barred by the discharge. The Court of 
Appeal affirmed the decision on substantially the same grounds.—Sourc- 
tors, G. B. Wheeler ; Sutton § Ommanney. 


Composition — Jurispiction to Summon ror Examination — Banx- 
ruptcy Act, 1869, ss. 96, 125, 126—Banxruptcy Rvutzs, 1870, 166, 17i.— 
In a case of Ex parte Willey, before the Court of Appeal on the 15th inst,, 
an important question arose as to the jurisdiction of the court under 
section 96 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, in cases of composition under 
section 126. Section 96 provides that ‘‘ the court may, on the application 
of the trustee, at any time after an order of adjudication has been made 
against a bankrupt, summon before it the bankrupt or his wife, or any 
person whatever known or suspected to have in his possession any of the 
estate or effects belonging to the bankrupt, or supposed to be indebted to 
the bankrupt, or any person whom the court may deem capable of giving 
information respecting the bankrupt, his trade, dealings, or property, an 
the court may require any such person to produce any documents in his 
custody or power relating to the bankrupt, his dealings, or property ; and 
if any person so summoned, after having been tendered a reasonable sum, 
refuses to come before the court at the time appointed, or refuses to pro- 
duce such documents, having no lawful impediment made known to the 
court at the time of its sitting, and allowed by it, the court may, by war- 
rant addressed as aforesaid, cause such person to be apprehended and 
brought up for examination.”” Section 125 provides that, with certain 
specified modifications, all the provisions of the Act shall, so far as the 
same are applicable, apply to the case of a liquidation by arrangement 
just as to a bankruptcy ; but section 126, which deals with compositions, 
contains no similar provision. The question arose thus :—In August last 
two partners filed a liquidation petition. At the first meeting of the credi- 
tors resolutions were passed, accepting a composition of six shillings 
the pound, payable by six instalments, extending over a period of two 
years, the last three instalments to be secured to the satisfaction of’ 
committee of creditors; and a trustee was appointed to receive and dis- 
tribute the composition. The resolutions were subsequently confirmed 
and duly registered. John H. Willey, after the registration, tendered 4 
proof for the sum of £3,412, as the holder for valuable consideration of 
two bills of exchange drawn by a firm of F. Willey & Brother upon, and 
accepted by, the debtors. The debtors, on November 21, applied to the 
registrar of the county court for a summons, under section 96, to 
examine J. H. Willey. They stated that they had accepted the bills 
drawn by F. Willey & Brother, which were then in the hands of J. H. 
Willey, and that, as security for the payment of these bills, F. Willey & 
Brother held goods of a considerable value, and, had the bills been proved 
by that firm, they would have been obliged to deduct the value of the 
security. ‘The debtors said that they had reason to believe that J. H. 
Willey might not be the bond fide holder of the bills, and that, in order 
to ascertain the fact, it was necessary to examine him. He was @ 
brother of the members of the firm of F. Willey & Brother. Upon J. H. 
Willey coming before the registrar he refused to be sworn, on the ground 
that the court had no jurisdiction in the matter, and the registrar refi 
the consideration of the question to the judge, who, on December 12, 
made an order for the committal of J. H. Willey for contempt. The ques- 
tion was whether section 96 apphes to composition resolutions, 80 a8 to 
enable a compounding debtor to bring befcre the court, for 
examination, a creditor who has proved. Bacon, C.J., held (31 
W. R. 383), that for this purpose a compesition was eqns 
to a bankruptcy, and that section 96 apgticd. He, therefore, 
affirmed the decision of the county court. The Court of Appeal Cea 
M.R., and Corron and Linpizy, L.JJ.) reversed the decision, 
that in a case of composition the court had no jurisdiction under section 
On the hearing of the appeal it was agreed that the application for the 
summons aad be ee as if it had been made by the trustee. Jnss#L, 
M.R., thought that it was a very plain case. He could not see any 4 
or ambiguity as to the pens Bd the Act, and he would never allow 
plain meaning of an Act to be biassed by any number of judicial 
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or dicta, if they were not binding on him. He would read the Act for 
himself, and express his opinion as to its meaning, as a judge was bound 
todo. Of course, if there were any decisions on the construction of the 
Act contrary to his own view, and which were binding on him, a judge 
must submit to them, but he ought not to be biassed by any number of 
dicta or decisions which were not binding on him. There was one excep- 
tion from this rule, and that was in a case where a series of decisions of 
inferior courts had established a law which men followed in their daily. 
dealings. In such a case the House of Lords had said it was better to 
follow a series of decisions which they thought erroneous than to reverse 
them. ‘His lordship, however, thought that the point now raised had 
never yet really ‘been decided, though there were some hazy dicta about it. 
Section 96 was perfectly clear. It was limited to an application made by 
the trustee at any time after an order of adjudication had been made 
against 8 bankrupt, and the power given was to summon a person for the 
e of discovery, not to examine him as a witness. He was not 

treated as a witness. No doubt, under the Common Law Procedure Act, 
a witness who proved to be hostile could, in some cases, be cross-examined 
by the person who had called him, but that power'did not go so far as 
this section. It was not testimony, but emphatically discovery, which 
was the object of the section. It was a very grave power to intrust to 
ay one, the power of getting information which might be extremely 
hostile to the person who was examined. So far as his lordship knew, 
this power existed only in bankruptcy and liquidation, and it ought to be 
iy carefully exercised. Did the power exist in any other case?’ To say 
that you could apply it of your own mere motion to anything else would 
be to legislate. as there any such legislation? In section 125 there 
was'an express extension of the previous provisions of the Act’ to liquida- 
tion by arrangement, and for a very good ‘reason, for in many respects 
liquidation was similar to bankruptcy. But, when you came to section 
126, which dealt with composition, which differed entirely from either 
bankruptcy or liquidation, there was no such extension, and yet it had 
been gravely argued that the provisions as to bankruptcy were extended 
to composition. There was as plain a declaration by the Legislature as 
_ that those provisions were to apply only in particular cases. 
ere appeared to be no foundation for the argument that those provisions 
extended to composition. It had been contended that there was no 
difference between a subpena to a witness and a summons under section 
96. His lordship thought there was all the difference in the world. The 
object of the one was testimony, the object of the other was discovery. 
He would not express any opinion whether the appellant could be served 
with a subpena for examination as a witness as to his proof. Corron, 
L.J., said that, unless the summons was rightly issued under ‘section 96, 
the order for committal was wrong. A witness could only be examined 
in some matter pending before the court, and only as to something 
relevant to that matter. Section 96 was not confined to matters pending 
before the court; its object was simply to obtain information. is must 
make a most material difference whether a man was summoned for 
examination under section 96, or subpoenaed for examination as a witness. 
Hiis lordship was of opinion that the: present summons was not justified 
der section 96, even taking it to have been issued by the trustee. 
Section 96 was quite clear. It was, by section 125, expressly extended to 
cases of liquidation by arrangement, but there was nothing in section 126 
which applied it to cases of comapannnn. Section 125 provided what step in 
a liquidation should be equivalent to an adjudication ‘in ‘bankruptcy. 
There was nothing of the kind in section 126, and nothing to import into 
4composition a power which in terms applied only te bankruptcy, and 
then only after an adjudication had been made. There was a very good 
teason why that power should not apply to composition. Its object. was 
to obtain discovery as to the dealings of the b pt with his estate. In 
composition, there was no vesting of the debtor’s estate in a trustee, and 
no distribution of it among the creditors. The creditors got only the 
composition which they agreed to accept upon their debts. No doubt, in 
ader to enable the creditors to determine whether they would accept the 
composition which the debtor offered them, they must have the fullest 
means of inquiry, and this they had under section 126. It was clear that 
the Act did not make section 96 apply to a composition. His lordship 


Would give no opinion whether, after the registration of the resolutions, a | P 


editor, who was not mentioned in the debtor’s statement, could be cross- 
xamined against his will as to a proof which he tendered, or whether he 
Was not entitled to say he was not bound by the composition and would 
tot submit to it. Possibly, if he took proceedings to enforce the payment 
of the composition to him, he might be cross-examined. Lryozey, L.J., 
said that, in terms, section 96 did not apply to composition ‘at all. y 
Was the court to hold that it did? It was said that bankruptcy, liquida- 
tion, and composition were all-in substance the same thing. . It appeared 
to him that that was not so; they differed in-‘many respects. If section 
% did not apply, the order for committal must be wrong, even if the 
editor co examined in another way. At present, his lordship 
Would only say that he did not see any power to examine a creditor who 
only came in after the registration of the resolutions.—So.icrrors, Layton, 
Jaques, § Co. ; Prior, Bigg, § Co. 





Staxpzr—Worps not ACTIONABLE PER sE—SpEcIAL DamMAGE—REMOTE- 
Nass.—In ‘a case of Chamberlain v. Boyd, before the Court of Appeal, No. 
1, on the 19th inst., an interesting point arose on demurrer to certain 
phs of a statement of c recited below as to whether any 
sufficient cause of action was shown, and whether the damage alleged to 

en sustained was not too remote to support an action for slander. 
statement of claim, after stating that Mr.. W. Chamberlain and his 
erhad been candidates for election to the Reform Club, but under 
then system of election to membership thev had been rejected, -pro- 









ceeded to state that a proposition had been brought forward by certain 
members of the club to ¢ the system of ion. Then followed 
the raphs showing the alleged cause of action and which gave rise 
to the demurrer. ‘They were as follows :—(4) With a view to retain the 
regulations as they then existed and to secure the exclusion of the plaintiff 
from membership of the said club, the defendant falsely and iously 
spoke and published of the peaat and his brother the words following, 
that is to say, ‘‘ The conduct of the Messrs. Chamberlain eens intiff 
and his said brother) was so bad at a club in Melbourne that a i robin 
was signed urging the committee to expel them. As, however, they were 
only a for a short time, the committee did not further,’’ 
meaning thereby that the plaintiff had been: guilty of conduct which 
justified his expulsion from a club in Melbourne, and which unfitted him 
for membership of the Reform or any similar club. (5) Plaintiff says 
that defendant falsely and maliciously spoke and publis 

of plaintiff the words above set out, substituting the word Adelaide for 
Melbourne (meaning thereby as in the preceding ph mentioned). 
(7) By reason of the said defamatory publications defendant induced, or 
contributed to inducing, a majority of members of the club to retain the 
regulations under which the plaintiff had been rejected, and thereby pre- 
vented plaintiff from again seeking to be elected to said club. Plaintiff 
has thus lost the advan which he would have derived from again 
becoming a candidate with the chance of being elected; and plaintiff 
suffered in his reputation and credit. Field, J:, before whom the 
demurrer was argued, was of opinion that the statement of claim disclosed 
a sufficient cause of action, and overruled the demurrer. The defendant 
appealed. The Court of Pepes) (Lord Cotzripez, C.J., Brerr and Bowsn, 
Uys) allowed the appeal. rd Coteriper, C.J., said that no damage 
was shown such as to support-a right of action. The Attorney-General 
admitted that there was no authority in favour of the plaintiff, and he (the 
Lord Chief Justice) held it would be dangerous to extend actions for 
slander to cases where the damage was shadowy, uncertain; and inestimable 
in point of money. Again, the damage alleged was not the natural result 
of the words used, as it was not to be supposed that members of a London 
club would be influenced as to an alteration in their rules by statements 
ig ay something which took place in Australia and was represented 
as being derogatory to the plaintiff. Brerr, L.J., was of the same 
opinion. The main ground for deciding in favour of the demurrer was 
that the injury was not a natural, probable, and direct consequence of the 
words spoken by the defendant (Lynch v. Knight, 9 H.-L. C. 577). 
Bowen, L.J., concurred. Nothing was more melancholy than to decide a 
case on mere verbal criticism. They were, however, by the Judicature 
Act, enabled to go to the root of the matter. In the present case no 
amendment would make a cause of action. The judge who tried the case 
would be be bound to nonsuit on the opening. ere was, on the plain- 
tiffs’ own showing, only a chance of loss, which the law had never said was 
the same as actual loss. The damage, if any, was too remote.—Soricrrors, 
Johnson, Upton, § Co. ; Lewis § Lewis. 





Soricrror—Lizn For Costs—ADMINISTRATION Action.—In a case of Jn re 
Boughton, before Fry, J.; on the 17th inst., a question arose as to the 
extent of a solicitor’s lien for costs. The action was for the ini i 
of the estate of an intestate. The plaintiff was an infant and was the 
heir-at-Iaw and sole next of kin of the intestate; the defendant was the 
widow and administratrix of the intestate. An administration judgment 
had been pronounced in 1878. The solicitor acted as solicitor in the 
action for both plaintiff and defendant from December, 1879, until 
October, 1882, when an order was made removing him, and appoit ng 
another solicitor instead of him for both plaintiff and defendant. The 
solicitor declined to give up the pa which were in his i 


asserting a lien upon them for his of the action, which had not been 

id. e plaintiff and the defendant took out a summons asking for 
Sativery up to the new solicitor of the pa relating Fo wee action, the 
new solicitor undertaking to hold them subject to the li 


ect t (if any) of the 
old solicitor for what should be found due to be any taxation of gosts 
in the action. Fry, J., granted the application. He said that the respond- 
ent had candidly stated his intention fo embarrass, and, if possible, stop the 
roceedings in the action by means of his lien until his costs were paid. In 
his lordship’s opinion the authorities showed that a solicitor had no such 
right. In Pelamy v. Ffrench (22 W. R. 177, L. R. 8 Ch. 918), Baeon, Y-C., 
said that Lord Eldon’s words in Lord y. Wormleighton (Jac. 7 were 
greatly misunderstood if they were understood to say that ‘‘a solicit 
might, by detaining papers, embarrass the proper and rational oer of 
an administration suit.’ And James, L.J., said, ‘A solicitor cannot 
embarrass a suit by keeping papers which belong to an estate which is 
being administered by the court, and cannot use that means of obtaini 

ayment. There is no foundation for such a claim to lien, and it 
be allowed.’’ In the present case it was said that the fact that the solici- 
tor had acted for all the parties to the action made a diffen But this 
was not a just observation, for it was admitted that there were of 
the intestate still unpaid, and they had a right to have the | in 
the action continued for their benefit. It appeared from a ae the 
chief clerk that the respondent had in his possession papers the absence 
of which would prevent the proceedings in ‘the action from carried 
on. The proper order to make was that the respondent do deliver to the 
solicitor of the applicants such papers in his pon as might from 
oO 


time totime be requisite for the ‘ying on e proceedings in ‘the 
action, the natheaity of production to be determined if bho parties differed, 
by the judge in chambers; the rs when delivered over to be retained 
by the applicants’ solicitor without Beiacice to any lien which the 
pe weg might have upon them for costs, and to be returned to him 
if the judge in chambers should so ‘direct.—Sorrcrrors, Field, Roscoe, 
Co. ; Deane, Chubb, $ Co. 
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Rattway Company—Svurricrency or Notice or Meetinc—REMUNERATION 
or Drrecrors—Companres Criavses Consotmation Act, 1845, s. 91.—In a 
ease of Hutton v. The West Cork Railway Company, before Fry, J., on the 
15th inst., a question arose as to the sufficiency of a notice of a meeting of 
a railway ms ys at which it was attempted to exercise the power given 
by section 91 of the Companies Clauses Act, 1845, to determine the 
remuneration of directors. The action was brought to restrain the appli- 
cation of money voted at a meeting of the West Cork Railway vege: pod 
in payment of directors’ salaries out of the proceeds of the sale of the 
company’s undertaking. In 1879 an Act was passed to enable the Cork 
and Bandon Railway Company to take over by purchase the undertaking 
of this and other companies. The Act provided for the ascertainment of 
the purchase-money by arbitration, and the application of the purchase- 
money received by the West Cork Company, first, in paying their propor- 
tion of the costs incident to the passing of the Act and the arbitration ; 
secondly, in paying off any revenue debts or charges of the West Cork 
Company not already Say out of revenue; and, thirdly, in distributing 
the ce among the respective classes of debenture stockholders, 
preference and ordinary shareholders, in proportions to be determined by 
arbitration. The Act provided for the dissolution of the company 
on the completion of the transfer, except for the purpose of 
winding up, and applying the purchase-money. The arbitrator 
appointed had fixed the price, which had been paid and the 
undertaking transferred. He had also fixed the proportions in which the 
ultimate balance was to be distributed among the parties interested. A 
meeting of the company had been convened, at which it was resolved to 
set apart £4,000 for revenue expenses and charges, and to distribute the 
balance. The company voted to the directors as remuneration the balance 
of the £4,000, after satisfying other revenue charges. The directors had 
received no remuneration formany years. Two questions were now raised 
—one on the construction of the Act of 1879, whether the directors’ 
salaries were revenue charges which could be paid out of the purchase- 
money; the other, whether the directors’ remuneration had been 
regularly voted, inasmuch as the notice of the meeting did not state 
that it was intended to propose a vote for remuneration of directors. 
Notice of the meeting had been duly advertised, anda printed copy of the 
directors’ report and balance-sheet had been posted to the address of each 
proprietor of shares and stock. A copy of the advertised notice was 
printed on the outside of the report. The notice stated that the meeting 
would be held ‘‘for the purpose of receiving directors’ report and state- 
ment of accounts, and for the transaction of general business.’’ In the 
body of the report was a statement that the directors proposed ‘‘to take 
over the sum of £4,000, out of which they will provide for the law costs 
up to the present time, and any further establishment expenses, retaining 
the balance for compensating the company’s officials in London and Cork, 
and their own remuneration.’”” Fry, J., held the company had power, 
under the Act of 1879, to vote the remuneration of directors as ‘‘ revenue 
charges.”” But he held that the notice of the meeting was insufficient, 
because it did not refer to the question of directors’ remuneration. He 
was of opinion that the company must vote the remuneration at a general 
meeting as provided by section 91 of the Companies Clauses Act, 1845. 
He therefore granted an injunction to restrain the payment of the 
remuneration until another meeting should have been held in pursuance of 
a proper notice.—Soricrrors, Robins ¢ Cameron ; Norton, Rose, & Co. 





Partition — Jurispiction — Power or Satz AND Partition VESTED IN 
Tuusters.—In a case of Boyd v. Allen, before Fry, J., on the 15th inst., a 
question arose as to the jurisdiction of the court to order a partition of 
real estate, the legal estate in which was vested in the trustees of a will, 
at the instance of one of the beneficial owners, the will conferring on the 
trustees a power of sale and partition. The testator, by his will, gave all 
his aa, to trustees, upon trust to convert his personal estate (except 
leaseholds), and, after paying his debts and funeral and testamentary 
expenses, to invest the balance, and to hold his real and leasehold estates, 
and the surplus (if any) of his personal estate, on certain trusts declared 
by the will. And the testator empowered his trustees or trustee for the 
time being for the purpose of paying his debts, or for the purpose of 
dividing his property among the persons entitled thereto, or for any other 
purpose (but if not for the purpose of paying his debts or for the pur- 
pose of a division, then with the consent in writing of the major part in 
number of his sons and daughters then living and entitled to shares in his 
estate) absolutely to sell his real and leasehold estates or any part or 
thereof. The action was brought by the beneficial owner of four- 
fifteenths of the real estate claiming a partition. The defendants con- 
tended that, the er of sale given by the will being still subsisting, and the 
trustees being ing to exercise it, the court had no jurisdiction under the 
Partition Act to order a partition or a sale. Fry, J., held that there was 
jurisdiction. He said that the right to partition incident to the owner- 
ship of a share of the property was not taken away by the existence of a 
posarmsreng # wtae in the trustees which might never be exercised. It 
would be a different thing if the action had been brought frivolously, or 
when the trustees were about to exercise their power.—Soxicrrors, 
Chester, Mayhew, § Co. ; J. J. & C. J. Allen. 





Costs—Taxation—Conveyance To CompaAny—Lanps Cxavses Conso.t- 
pation Act, 1845, s. 83.—In a case of In re The South-Eastern Railway 
Company, before Fry, J., on the 15th inst., a question arose as to the right 
to taxation under section 83 of the Lands Clauses Act, which provides for 
the taxation of the costs of conveyances of land toacompany. After the 
payment by a railway company of a bill of costs coming within section 83, 
the company obtained an order for taxation of the bill. The solicitor moved 





to discharge the order, on the ground that a taxation under section 
could not be ordered after payment of the bill. Fry, J., held that thig 
was so, and he discharged the order for taxation.—Sorcrrors, 8. J, 
Somerville ; W. R. Stevens. 





But or Sare—RezcisrRation—Rervrep Ownersuir or Goons—Orpm 
anp Disposrrion—BAnkRUPTCY OF Grantor—Briis or Satz Act, 1878, g, 
20—Bruts or Saez Act, 1882, ss. 3, 15.—In a case of Swift v. Pannell, before 
Fry, J., on the 15th inst., a question arose as to the effect of section 15 of 
the Bills of Sale Act, 1882, combined with section 3, upon section 20 of 
the Bills of Sale Act, 1878. Section 20 of the Act of 1878 provided that 
“‘ chattels comprised in a bill of sale which has been and continues to be 
duly registered under this Act shall not be deemed to be in the 
order, or disposition of the grantor of the bill of sale within the m 
of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869.” Section 15 of the Act of 1882, provides 
that section 20 of the Act of 1878 shall be repealed, but that the 
shall not affect the validity of auything done or suffered under it 
the commencement of the Act of 1882. But section 3 enacts that “the 
expression ‘ bill of sale,’ and other expressions in this Act, have the same 
meaning as in the principal Act (i.e., the Act of 1878), em as to bills of 
sale or other documents mentioned in section 4 of the principal Act, which 
may be given otherwise than by way of security for the payment of money, 
to which last-mentioned bills of sale and other documents this Act shall 
not apply.” The action was brought by the grantee of a registered abso- 
lute bill of sale, not given by way of security, against the trustee in bank. 
ruptcy of the grantor, in whose possession the goods had been left by the 
grantee, to restrain the trustee from dealing with the goods. The bill of 
sale was executed in December, 1882, after the Act of 1882 came into 
operation. Fry, J., held that, by virtue of section 3, section 20 of the 
Act of 1878 is excepted from the operation of section 15 of the Act of 
1882 so far as regards an absolute bill of sale not made by = of security, 
so that the registration of such a bill of sale still has the effect of taking 
the goods out of the reputed ownership of the grantor. His lo 
accordingly granted the injunction.—Soxicrrors, Goldring § Mitchell; 
Warner Temple. 


~ 





Free Insurance — Contract ror Satz or Insurep Premtses—Loss sr 
Frre—PayMent By InsurERs—CoMPLETION oF PurcuaszE— PAYMENT IX 
Fou or Purcnase-mongy—Ciamm By Insurers—Svuprocation.—In a case 
of Castellain v. Preston, before the Court of Appeal, No. 1, on the 12th inst, 
a question of considerable importance arose as to whether a policy of fire 
insurance is a contract of mere indemnity, or whether under some circum. 
stances the insured may not be entitled to something more than his actual 
loss. It appeared that an agreement had been entered into by which the 
defendant m agreed to sell a piece of land with a house upon it to 
Messrs. Rayner for a sum of £3,100. At the date of the a 

remises were insured by the defendant with the Liverpool, London, and 

lobe Insurance Company, of which the present plaintiff was chairman, 
Before the date for the completion of the purchase the premises were 
damaged by fire to the extent of £330, which amount the insurance com- 
pany, being then ignorant of the agreement for sale, paid to the defend- 
ant Preston. The purchasers, the Messrs. Rayner, however, subsequently 
completed their purchase and paid Preston the full amount of the purchase- 
money. The plaintiff thereupon, as chairman of the insurance company 
and on its behalf, brought an action against the defendant claiming £330 
and interest from the date of the payment of that sum by the insurance 
company to him. The action was tried before Chitty, J., who gave judg- 
ment for the defendant, on the ground that the doctrine of subrogation 
did not apply so asto give the plaintiffs a right of action. The plaintiff 
appealed. The Court of Appeal (Brerr, Corron, and Bowen, L.JJ.) 
p nar the ap) Bretr, L.J., said the foundation of every rule of 
marine and fire insurance law was that the contract was one of indemnity 
only, or, in other words, that the assured should be fully indemnified but 
nothing more. Any proposition which infringed either part of that rule 
must be wrong and could not be upheld. The doctrine of subrogation was 
established to give effect to that rule. If it could be shown that the 
respondent’s contention would have the effect of ging 
assured more than an indemnity, it must be wrong. ’ 
J., held that the insurer was only placed in the shoes of the 
assured so far as to enable the former to enforce rights of action belong- 
ing to the latter; but he (the Lord Justice) considered that the doctrine 
ought not to be limited in that way. In his opinion the insurer, 
payment, was placed in the shoes of the omuned, oS ee every right 
of the assured, whether in contract, fulfilled or ed, or in tort, and 
as regarded every right, whether already accrued or not, provided it would 
result in diminishing the loss insured against. In the present case, how- 
ever, the question did not arise with see oa to a right of action existing 
in the assured, because he had actually been paid the purchase-money by 
the vendee, and it could not be said that he had received the money 45 & 
mere gift. The appeal must therefore be allowed. Corron, L.J., was 
the same opinion. In order to ascertain what the loss of the insured was, 
it was necessary to take into consideration the sums of money received by 
him on account of it. It had been decided that it was immaterial that the 
payment by the insurers had been made before the receipt by the assured 
of those sums. The difficulty was to determine what was to be taken into. 
account in estimating the loss sustained by the assured. Ithad been 
that, if the appellant’s contention was right, a mere gift ought to be 
into account ; but a gift was usually intended to benefit a person bey’ 
the amount which he was entitled to receive from the insurers. The rig 
of the insurer, moreover, would probably be confined to that which 
belonged to the assured at the time of the loss taking place, which 
not apply to a subsequent gift. But was not this contract of sale ai 
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incident of the property at the time of the loss? He thought that it was, 
i received in respect of the contract of sale, 
Anything which the assured received 


| from the Saigo rs, in addition to what he received from the insurers, 


must oss. The insurers were entitled to take any sum so 
received by the assured into account in order to determine his ultimate 
joss. In the present case, the purchase-money had been paid in full, and 
the plaintiff was entitled to recover what he claimed, not as what they 
had paid, but because the payment in full by the purchasers must be 
t into account in diminishing the loss insured against. Bowen, 
L.J., concurred. The distinctions between policies of marine and fire 
insurance were merely such as the nature of the subject-matter required. 
Fire insurance was distinctly a contract of indemnity, and the assured 
eould only recover to the extent of the injury to his own interest in the 
insured.—Sourcrrors, Laces, Bird, Newton, § Richardson, Liverpool ; 

‘Anthony § Imlach, Liverpool. 





Insuncrion—W astE—CoveEnant To Reparr.—In the case of Withers v. 
Over and Dorman, before Chitty, J., on the 20th inst., a motion was made 
by the plaintiff for an interim injunction to restrain the defendants from 
cutting down trees and none te a hedge. It appeared that the 
defendant Over, by an agreement dated October, 1876, agreed with the 

intiff to take a dwelling-house and gardens, of which the plaintiff was 
tenant for life, at an annual rent of £100 for such term as the plaintiff’s 
interest therein should continue, and the defendant also agreed to keep 
the property in a good and substantial state of repair, fair wear and tear 
excepted. The defendant Over had recently sub-let the premises to the 
defendant Dorman, who, having, as he alleged, the consent of the rever- 
sioner, proposed to erect stabling on part of the property, consisting of a 
kitchen en, which was divided from the dwelling-house by a public 
road and gardens, including a garden belonging to the house. The 
defendants admitted that the proposed erection would necessitate the 
removal of one tree and sixteen yards of a hedge, but the nature and con- 
dition of the tree and hedges and of the alterations proposed -were in 
dispute. Currry, J., said that, dealing with the case for the purposes of 
the motion only, the question was whether it was permissible for the 
lessee to convert the kitchen garden into stables. The lessee here was not 
only tenant for a limited period, but he had also entered into a covenant 
to repair, which, in his lordship’s opinion, extended not only to the 
portion of the property which consisted of buildings, but related to the 
whole property, including fences and hedges, and the preservation of the 
kitchen garden as a kitchen garden. It had been said that the alterations 
would improve the property, and as the case was one of what 

was called meliorating waste, the court would not interfere on an inter- 
locutory application. But the covenant to repair, although affirmative in 
in its terms, implied a negative—viz., not to c the character of the 
y. The substance and not the form of the covenant must be looked 

at (Wolverhampton and Walsall Railway Company v. London and North- 
Western Railway Company, L. R. 16 Eq. 433, per Lord Selborne, C., for the 
Master of the Rolls, p. 440). If the substance of the agreement was such 
that it would be violated by doing the thing sought to be prevented, the 
court would, according to the cases, be in a position to grant an injunction. 
His lordship was of opinion that the court was justified in the present case 
in interposing before the final trial of the action. There would, therefore, 
be an interim injunction as asked. Costs to be costs in the action.—Sourct- 
Tors, Jackson § Prince ; Simpson, Hammond, § Co., for Wyatt Gibbs, Bagshot. 





Loren Company—Winpinc-vp Petrrion—EXxaMINATIon oF WITNESSES. 
—In the case of In re The Hoover Hill Gold Mining Company (Limited), 
before Chitty, J., on the 9th inst., being a shareholder’s petition for the 
winding up of the company, an order having been obtained for the cross- 
examination, before a special examiner, of the deponents to the affidavits 
filed on behalf of the company, who opposed the petition and denied the 


allegations in the petition, a motion was made by the company for the 


ent of the cross-examination into court. It ap that there 
been five attendances before the examiner, and one witness only—viz., 
the chairman of the company—had hitherto been examined. His exami- 
tion had occupied abcut twelve hours and was not yet concluded, the 
¢ross-examination not being conducted by counsel. Currry, J., said that the 
statutory affidavit prescribed by the Companies Act had some mischievous 
consequences. The Act required the affidavit to be short, and permitted 
statements as to information and belief of facts which were only within 
the cognizance of persons other than the petitioner and of which he knew 
nothing. The respondent company us ly filed their affidavits denying 
all the material allegations of the petitioner. A petitioner was thus 
enabled to make a fishing case, and come to the court saying’ that he was 
entitled to test the truth of the company’s statements on the issues raised. 
The way this could be done was by obtaining an order that the wit- 
hesses should be cross-examined on their affidavits before an examiner. 
was little or no controlling power in the examiner over the exami- 
» and he was not autho to decide as to what evidence was 
ornot. His lordship, after —— that the order he was about 
to make was not to be taken as a precedent (for re was to be paid to 
the of others in his lordship’s court), said that in the case before 
him he ought to accede to the motion, and made an order for the 
‘ontinuation of the examination in court. A direction was also given that 
the witness already * coner“4 examined should attend before the examiner 
and sign his deposition.—Sotrcrrors, Beall ¢ Co. ; Lattey § Hart. 





_Bayxrvrrcy—Discramer or Lease—CovenantT NOT TO REMOVE Hay 
41D Straw—Banxrvrroy Act, 1869, s, 23—Srature Reviston Acr, 1873— 





56 Geo. 3, c. 50, s. 11.—In the case of Lybbe v. Hart, before Chitty, J., oti 
the 16th, 19th, and 20th insts., a motion was made by the landlord of a 
farm to restrain the trustee in bankruptcy of the tenant of the farm from 
removing hay and straw. The lease contained a covenant not to remove 
the hay and straw, but consume it on the farm. The trustee in bank- 
ruptcy having, under section 23 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, disclaimed 
the lease, contended that he was no longer bound .by the covenant, the 
effect of the disclaimer being to operate as a destruction of the lease (Ez 
parte Hart-Dyke, L. R. 22 Ch. D. 410). The landlord, however, relied 
upon the statute 56 Geo. 3, c. 50, s. 11, which enacts in effect that no 
assignee of any bankrupt, or of any insolvent debtor’s estate, shall have 
any greater right to remove hay, straw, or other produce from a farm than 
the tenant would have had, and it was submitted that the statute had 
neither been repealed by the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, nor by the Statute 
Law Revision Act, 1873. Currry, J., held that, although the property in 
the hay and straw was vested in the trustee, the Act of Geo. 3 was still in 
force, and the trustee, therefore, had no more right to remove the hay and 
straw than the tenant would have had under the lease. The landlord 
giving an undertaking to pay odder prices for the hay and straw, an order 
was taken for an injunction.—Sotrcrrors, Carr, Fulton, ¢ Carr, for 
Whatman § Fulton, Salisbury ; Newton, Caleott, § Calcott. 





CASES BEFORE THE BANKRUPTCY REGISTRARS. 
(Before Mr. Recistrar Brovenam, sitting as Chief Judge.) 
Re Engethardt. 


Resolutions for composition—Section 126 of Bankruptcy Act, 1869— 
‘“* Amounts of debts due to whom ’’—Insufficient statement of 
amount of debt in statement of affairs. 


On the 30th of November, 1882, J. G. Engelhardt filed a petition for 
liquidation or composition with his creditors, under sections 125 and 126 
of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. On the 18th of December, 1882, resolu- 
tions for a composition of three shillings in the pound were duly accepted 
by the creditors, and these resolutions were duly regi 

In the statutory statement of affairs the debtor inserted, amongst 
others of his creditors, Powers & Sons as creditors for £17, while in fact 
the amount of his indebtedness was £17 15s. In all other respects the 
requirements of the 126th section were complied with. 

Powers & Sons commenced an action in the Mayor’s Court on the 8th 
of February, 1883, to recover £17 15s., the amount of their claim, against 
the compounding debtor. ~ 

T. Lee Roberts moved, on short notice of motion (pursuant to leave 
specially granted), on behalf of the debtor, to restrain Powers & Sons 
from proceeding further with their action in the Mayor’s Court, on the 
ground that they were bound by the composition resolutions, and that 
their debt was a debt proveable under the resolutions. 

W. F. Robinson, Q.C., and Wyatt Hart, opposed on behalf of Powers & 
Sons, and argued that the creditors were not bound by the composition 
resolutions, on the ground that the amount of their claim had not been 
accurately and properly stated in the statement of affairs. 

In the course of the arguments the following cases were referred to and 
commented on:—Re Bishop, Ex parte Paper Staining Company’s case (21 
W. R. L. R. 8 Ch. 595), Breslauer v. Brown (26 W. R. 536, L. R. 3 App. 
642), Wilson v. Brown (L. R. 2 C. P. D. 316, 330), Burliner v. Royle and 
another (L. R. 5 C. P. D. 354), Ex parte Lang L. R. 5 Ch. D. 531) Campbell 
v. Im Thurn (L. R. 1 C. P. D. 267), Melhado v. Watson (25 W. R. 562, 
L. R. 2C. P. D. 281), Ex parte Carew, Re Carew (23 W. R. 459, L. R. 10 
Ch. 313), Re Lacey, Ex parte Lacey (29 W. R. 299, L. R. 16 Ch. D. 137). 

Mr. Recistrar Brovenam said: I have no doubt about my jurisdiction 
to entertain this question, but I consider myself bound by the decision of 
Lopes, J., in Burliner v. Royle, and also by the language used in Wilson v. 
Brown by Brett and Baggallay, L.JJ., where it is laid down that ‘the 
amount’’ of debts must be ‘‘accurately”’ stated’ in the statement of 
affairs. As the learned counsel for the respondents has pointed out, the 
amount omitted from the statement of affairs is about five per cent. on the 
total amount of the debt, and this —— is greater than the omitted 
portion bore to the whole amount of debt in Burliner v. Royle. I do not 
wish to be understood as passing any opinion on the merits of the case, 
but I consider myself bound by the decisions I have referred to, and I 
refuse the motion, and leave the creditors to their remedy in the tribunal 
they have proceeded in. The costs of this application must abide the 
result of the pending action. 

Solicitors, Hatchett-Jones § Letcher ; H. Aird. 





SOLICITORS’ CASES. 
Hicu Court or Justicz.—Queren’s Bencu Drvtston. 
(Before Cavz and Day, JJ.) 


March 13.—Jn re Matthew Taylor, a Solicitor. 

In this case a rule nisi had been obtained, calling upon the defendant to 
answer certain matters contained in affidavits, and in default to show cause 
why he should not be struck off the rolls. 

Sir F. Herschel, 8.G., and Bigham, appeared for the defendant, and 
showed cause against the rule being made absolute. 

Wills, oo. = Garth, on behalf of the Incorporated Law Society, 

e rule. 


e Solicitor-General, in showing cause against the rule, said that a Mr. 
Hindley had mo: two houses in Hampton-street, Bolton, to a Mr. 
Moses Mitchell, and when these houses were sold to a Mr. Horrocks a 
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portion of the mortgage money was paid to Mr. Mitchell. The remaining 
mortgage monéy was called in by Mitchell, and two gentlemen, Messrs. 
Hall and Thornley, negotiated with’ Mr. Taylor with a view of lendin 
£300 on the property.’ ‘On the 12th of December, 1882, Mr. Taylor prepar 

a draft transfer of Mitchell’s mortgage, and made the deed a security for 
£50 more than the amount of the original mortgage. He forwarded thé 
draft transfer to the office of Mr. Finney, who was acting for Mr: Mitchell, 
but he could not be found, and consequently the defendant sent it to the 
law stationers' to be engrossed. Messrs. Hall and Thornley paid the 
money and executed the mortgage. On the 16th of December Messrs.’ Hall 
and Thornley called to' get the mortgage, and they found that it was in the 
same state as it was when they executed it. On that day Mr. Taylor took 
the engrossment to the business premises of Mr. Mitchell in order to get 
the execution of the deed by him, but he could not find Mr. Mitchell 
there. His place of business appeared to have been shut up, and he (Mr. 
Taylor) was obliged to return with the deed not executed. Mr. Taylor 
obtained the deeds connected with the property and handed them over to 
Messrs. Hall and ‘Thornley, and promised to give them the deed bearing 
Mitchell’s signature later on. At this time Mr. Taylor had an absolute 
right to the deed being signed by Mitchell, he having been 
repaid the whole of his money. Messrs. Hall and Thornley pressed Mr. 
Taylor for this deed, and were so constantly at him about it that he signed 
the deed and forged the signature. No doubt it was an act of extreme 
and grave pera: yee | in Mr. Taylor to take that course. It was not done 
with the view of defrauding Mr. Mitchell, whose signature Mr. Taylor 
put to the deed. Although Mr. Taylor had been guilty certainly of a 
grave impropriety, nevertheless he was a person who, down to the present 
time, had born a high character and had earned the confidence of his 
clients, and under those circumstances he hoped their lordships would not 
feel themselves compelled to visit the defendant with the extreme penalty 
of the law and strike him off the rolls. 

Bigham, in following on the same side, recapitulated the facts of the 
case, and read affidavits of Mr. Taylor, which were to the effect that after 
he had failed to obtain the signature of Mr. Mitchell he hastily, and with- 
out thought, put Mr. Mitchell’s name to the deed without any intention of 
defrauding anybody. 

Wills, on behalf of the Incorporated Law Society, said that they regarded 
such conduct as this as of extreme gravity. is was not an ordinary 
thing for a solicitor todo. It was no ordinary slip for a solicitor of mature 
age and with some experience in his profession to sign the name of another 
person toa deed. It was as grave an irregularity as could be committed. 

March 19.—Cave, J., said this was an application to strike a solicitor off 
the rolls under the following circumstances:—In August, 1879, a Mr. 
Mitchell, client of Mr. Taylor, lent £500 on mortgage of two houses 
belonging to a Mr. Hindley. That gentleman died in 1880, and in July, 
1881, his widow wished to sell one of the houses in order to raise some 
money. One of the houses was sold for £430, and out-of that money £250 
of the mortgage was paid off. A conveyance to the purchaser, Mr. 
Horrocks, was executed, in which Mr. Mitchell, the mortgagee, was made 
to acknowledge the receipt of £430 and to discharge Mrs. Hindley for that 
sum, and also to sign a receipt for £430 indorsed on the back of the deed. 
In point of fact, Mr. Mitchell did not receive £430, but he received the 
sum of £250 only. The court were of opinion that Mr. Taylor ought to 
have taken care that he did not sign a deed in that form, or, at all events, 
if he did do so, to see he had some satisfactory acknowledgment in 
writing from Mrs. Hindley that a sum of £250 still remained a charge 
upon the property remaining mortgaged. In February, 1882, Mr. Mitchell, 
being unable to obtain interest upon the £250, consulted another solicitor 
(Mr. Finney) in Bolton, and acting-on his advice he gave notice to Mrs. 
Hindley that he required her to pay off the mortgage. The £250 and 
interest was paid off in August, 1882, and in December Messrs Hall and 
Thornley agreed to lend £300 on the property. On the 13th of December 
they handed the £300-over to Mr. Taylor, and took his receipt 
for the same, and on the 18th of December Messrs. Hall and 
Thornley received from Mr. Taylor the title deeds to the property. On 
the following day they went again to Mr. Taylor’s office and got the 
transfer in question. That transfer purported to have been executed by 
Mrs. Hindley and by Mr. Mitchell, but upon its being taken, as it was, by 
Messrs. Hall and Thornley over to Mr. Finney, that gentleman’s suspicions 
were aroused, and it ultimately turned out that the deed had not been 
executed by Mr. Mitchell at all, but that his (Mitchell’s) name had been 
forged by Mr. Taylor, who had signed it as a witness to the signature of 
Mr. Mitchell. Under these circumstances a motion was made to strike the 
defendant off the rolls. The Solicitor-General, on behalf of the defendant, 
while admitting the offence was of a very grievous nature, submitted that 
a sentence short of striking Mr. Taylor off the rolls might be sufficient to 
meet the justice of the case. The court were unable, however, to concur 
in that view. Whatever might have been the motive which induced Mr. 
Taylor to take the course which he did, and looking at the affidavits he 
had made, they were not prepared to say that he had actually defrauded 
either Mrs. Hindley or itr. Mitchell, but they could not conceal from 
themselves that his offence was of an extremely grave nature from every 
point of view. To their minds it was quite impossible to say that’ a 
solicitor who could act in this way was a proper person to remain on the 
rolls. Their judgment, therefore, was that the rule should be made 
absolute to strik e Mr. Taylor off the roll of solicitors. 

Rule absolute accordingly:—Manchester Guardian. 





(Before Cave and Witt1ams, JJ.) 
March 19.—Jn re J. J. Whowell, a Solicitor. 
In this case a rule wisi had been obtained against the defendant, a solici- 


certain affidavits, and in default to show cause why he should not be strack 
off the rolls: ° thet sel ons: ae 


Wills, Q.C., separa in support of the rule being made absolute, but 


the defendant did not appear by counsel or in person. 


Wills, in supporting the rule, remarked that he believed this rule was 
unopposed. e case, in his opinion, was a grave and clear one, 
ap that in the early part of last year a Mrs. Holland handed the 
defendant a sum of £500 for investment, anda short time subsequent ty 
her doing so the defendant took her to a suburb of Bolton and: shoy 
her fourteen houses, which he told her were the security for the money she 
had desired him to invest. Later on he produced an underlease from a perso 
named Holt, and also a deed purporting to relate to the property which 
the defendant told her was the security for her money. Mr. Holt had 
made an affidavit to the effect that he had never consented to the doo. 
ment supposed to bear his signature being drawn up, and that the si 
ture to the deed of mortgage was a forgery. The interest on a 
Holland’s money became due in E> ote and she applied to the defendant 
for it. The defendant, however, did not pay her, but promised to see her 
in ‘a few days. Hé, however, did not keep his promise, and subsequently 
the case was brought before the Bolton Law Society, whose secretary wrote 
to the defendant asking him to answer the charges which had been made 
against him. The defendant communicated with the secretary to the 
effect that he would reply to'all the matters in a few days, but although 
that was in August last year no reply had yet been recéived. They had 
ascertained that the deed, such as it was, ‘only applied to a piece of waste 
ground. He (Mr. Wills) thought there could be no doubt that the’ de- 
fendant had appropriated the ‘to his own use. . 

Wuxuws, J., in delivering judgment, said that in his opinion this wasas 
clear a case as could possibly be made for a solicitor to be struck off the 
rolls. The rule for striking the defendant off the rolls would be made 
absolute on the filing of an affidavit of service. 


Cave, J., concurred.—Manchester Guardian. 





COUNTY COURTS, 
SatrorpD. 
(Before J. A. Russrett, Esq., Q.C., Judge.) 
March 13.—Jones v. Jones, 
The Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, s. 1, sub-section 2. 


This was an action brought by Mary Jane Jones to recover damages 
from Isabella Jones, a married woman, for slander. . 


Fleming appeared for the plaintiff, and Lowe for the defendant. 


Lowe contended, before any evidence was taken, that, under the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882, the action would not lie. At the timeaf 
thé alleged slander the: plaintiff was not in possession of the — 
conferred by thenew Act, and her husband ought to have been j 
with her in the present action. om 


His Honovr said this was the first time, as far as he was aware, that this 
question had arisen—wheéther the date of the commencement of the’ Act 
was to limit merely the bringing of the action, or whether ‘it was to limit 
the doing of the wrong for which the action was brought. The 2nd 
sub-section of section 1 provided that ‘‘ a married woman shall be caj 
of entering into, and rendering herself liable in respect of, and to the extent 
of her separate property on, any contract, and of suing or being sued either 
in contract or in tort, or otherwise, in all respects as if she were a feme sok 
and her husband need not be joined with her as plaintiff or defendant, or 
be made a party to any action or other legal eeding brought by or 
against her, and any damages or costs recovered by her in such action or 
proceeding shall be her separate property, and any damages or costs 
recovered against her in any such action or proceedings shall be ° pare 
out of her separate property, and not otherwise.’’ To his the 
language of that section was reasonable and distinct. It was quite clear 
that before this Act came into operation a married woman could not en 
into, or render herself liable in respect of, any contract, but the next 
section enabled her to sue or be sued in all respects as if she were a feme 
sole. It appeared to him that what they were to look at for the p e ol 
ascertaining how the Act was to operate was not the time of doing the 
wrong, as in the other case they would have to look at the time of enté 
into the contract, but the time when the woman sued or was sued. He 
suarebendes there was nothing to limit the right of a woman to bring al 
action after the Ist of January in this year, in respect of a wrong om 
mitted upon her before the statute was passed, except the Statute of 
Limitations, and consequently he could not sustain Mr. Lowe’s objection, 
of which he would, however, take a note. 


Verdict for the plaintiff, with £25 damages, and the usual costs. 





sandy 


The following dates have been fixed by the i s for holdin 
ensuing spring assizes :—viz., Western Circuit (Huddleston, bi n- 
chester, Wednesday, April 11; Exeter, pnareey A 19 ; Taunton, 
Wednesday, April 25. Oxford Circuit (Stephen, ~ g bent 
day, April 11; Worcester, Monday, April 16 ; Stafford, Monday, April 
ra hig, et Circuit (Watkin William: iams, J.)—Hertford, inesaay, 
April 11; Lewes, Saturday, April 14; Cambridge, Friday, Aprit 2 








tor practising at Bolton, calling upon him to answer matters contained in 


Ipswich, Monday, April 23. 
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SOCIETIES, 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


e ordinary monthly meeting of the board of directors of this associa- 
aktees held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednes- 
y, March 14, Mr. Herbert T. Sankey (Oanterbury) in the chair. The 
, a i present were Messrs. Asker (Norwich), Brook, Olabon, 
Podds, M.P., Francis (Cambridge), Hedger, Hunter, Keen, Mellersh (God- 
i i , Roscoe, Rose, Smith, Styan, and Wool- 
A sum of £275 was distributed in grants of 
relief to the necessitous families of three deceased members and of eleven 
deceased non-members ; nine gentlemen were admitted to membership of 
the association ; Mr. Frederic-P: Morrell (Oxford) and Mr. Benjamin P. 
Grimsey (Ipswich) were elected to seats at the board, made vacant through 
the deaths of Mr. Frederick Joseph Morrell (Oxford) and Mr. Alfred Cob- 
pold (Ipswich) ; and other general business was transacted. 
Aspecial meeting of the board was held at the Law Institution on 
y, the 20th inst., when Mr. James Thomas Scott was elected secre- 
of the association, in the room of Mr. Thomas Eiffe, who has resigned 
that office after a service of ‘twenty-five years. “Mr. Eiffe will retire on 
the 11th of April, from which date all communications on the business of 
the assdciation should be addresséd to Mr. Scott, at 9, Clifford’s-inn. 


_—— 


EQUITY AND LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 


The annual general meeting of the shareholders was held on Tuesday a 
the society’s house, No. 18, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, Mr John Moxon Clabont 
chairman, peeing: The secretary (Mr. J. W. Berridge) having read, 
the notice convening the meéting, the report was taken as read. It 
stated that the gross amount of’ new assurances effected duazing the year 
had been £372,081, utider 237 policies, of which £329,963 had been 
retained by the society, and the remainder re-assured. The amount of new 

jums was £16,829 8s., and, after deducting new re-assurance premiums, 

M4 786 8s. 10d., of which; however, a large portion—viz., £5,634 9s. 4d.— 
were single premiums. The renewal ums had amounted to 
£124,323 2s. 1ld., and the amount of assurances, excluding re-assurances, 
in force at the end of the year was £4,440,071, the premiums on which 
amounted’ ‘to £131,039 Os: 4d. The amount of interest and dividends 
received during the year was £60,379 17s. 6d:; this was but a small 
inetease upon ‘the co; mding item in 1881, but if would be'seen that 
the amount of the sums invested in the purchase of reversions had been 
increased by £63,108 19s. The profit on reversions which had fallen in 
had been £2,752 15s. 6d., five beaten A been realized during the year.’ The 
daims ‘had- amounted to £63,040 9s., being less than two-thirds of the 
amount. The amount of annuities paid during the year had 

varied but little from the amount paid in 1881 ; the amount in force at the 
end of the year had, however, iicreased, the amount of annuities granted 
being £1,234 Os. 4d., and the amount which had run off by death being 
£122.98. The amount paid for stitvenders was unusually large ; it was, 
however, much swollen by a few cases of large amount. The total 
teceipts during thé‘ year had amounted to £212,864 Os. 9d., and the total 
payments to £119,035 158. 1d., so that the society’s assets ‘had been 
increased by £83,828 5s. 8d. They now amounted to £1,818;431 5s. 8d., 
and, excluding unproductive items, such as cash on current account and 
the reversions, were invested on the 31st of December last to produce an 
average rate of interest of £4 10s. 6d. per cent. per annum. The directors 
had to deplore the loss of one of their’ colleagues, Mr. Dimond, during 
the year.. He was elected in 1856, and his support had been most 
valuable to the society. The directors who retired by rotation were Mr. 
Bowling, Mr. Peake, and Mr. Moberly.’ Mr) Dimond would ‘have been 
fourth retiring ‘director. Two of the auditors, Mr. Boodle and Mr. 
ilpy, also retired. All these gentlemen offered themselves for re- 
election, 
- The Cuarnman, in‘moving the adoption of the report, remarked that it 
had always been his good luck on former occasions to tell them of a year of 
ty, and the present was no exception tothe rule. Before going 
rther he had one duty to Saige in referring to the death of 
dear friend, Mr. Dimond. © He had been amongst them a great many 
years,-and they all had the highest opinion of him as a lawyer, and as a 
man of good judgment, and of the highest possible principle, and the 
directors especially depiored his death very sincerely. Turning to the 
report, the figures which therein appeared were highly satisfactory. The 
st0ss amount of new business during the year was £372,000, whilst the 
0 li the preceding five years was only £371,000. The gross annaal 
n had ‘amounted to £9,705,°and of singlé premiums to £7,123; 
making a total of £16,828. This was not the best year they had ever had, 
but it was one of the best. The nett figures were, £9,151 annual pre- 
, and £5,634 single premiums, making £14,785 in all. The aver- 

Of the last five years had amounted to £8,400, so that it was evident 
ney Were progressing. The sitiglé premiums were a source of very great 
it. These ‘had amounted to £5,634. The nett amount of the renewal 
‘was £124,323, showing an increase of £2,535, less, of course, 
ders, and so on.’ The interest last year had been less 
he before, because the period of reduction of 
eet had begun with the society as well is with everybody else, and 
; hk od te get five per cent. Shey veer now ob to take four 

‘6 half, ih. ere they had four and a half they were obliged to 
sa tent with four. But, however, that year there had been an increase, 
ey had rectived for interest and dividends £60,399, which was an 
lieredke of £641 "There had been two large loans in ‘the course of last 







year which had only come into the latter half of the year—in all £110,000 ; 
therefore they had only had one half-year’s interest in the account, 
and they had invested £63,000 in the purchase of reversions. The 
average interest was a source of congratulation. They used to_be 
ablé to say that they got pf five 3 cent., but even now 

got more than four and a re nt.—£4 108. 6d, and 

on the actual cash investments.’ If they added the “interest ‘on: sums 
invested in reversions on which ‘they had ‘five atid six percent. it would 
amount'to £4 17s. per cent: In regard to claims the year had beeti a most 
wonderful one. The expectancy was £110,000, whilst the actual claimis 
had been only £63,000—only, therefore, about two-thirds of the epectancy. 
Last year the claims had amounted to £99,800. - Last-year'they had carried 
over £54,000, whilst’ this year the amount was £93,000.-- Although, of 
course, without reference to their liabilities, this was not @ e to be 
depended upon, yet he thought it a subject of congratulation in the 
fourth year of the quinquennium they had got more £1,800,000 in 
their hands.’ Their reversions were valued at the b hing of the year 
at £8,350 and they had realized ‘£11,000, showing a tof £2,750. 

of the business introduced during the year the rs had Pe 
£65,000, whilst last year they had only brought £42,000.  Theshareholde 
had brought £24,000 dgainst’ £9,350 in the previous year. The solicitors 
who ‘were ‘not shareholders had: es 25,000 instead of £185,000, 

jo 7a : 


and the officers had» brought £66,00¢ £22,000 -for ‘the 
previous year. They had received from other offices £65,000 instead of 
£91,000, and from other sources £26,000 instead of £30,000. He might 


mention the-average amount of their policies: together with the small pro- 

rtion of deaths- It was a subject :for congeapulaniem (hat S98 
arge an amount for each policy. It used to be £1,700, -but it was rather 
less now—viz., £1,570. They had received somet like -£140,000 in 
premiums and £60,000 in interest, and their deen less t 
£8,000, therefore less than four-per cent. They were most : 
served by their officers, and in Mr. Berridge they had an excellent secre- 
tary to whom much of their prosperity was due. In addition to electing 
directors in place of thosé retiriig by rotation they had also to fill up the 
ey caused by the death of Mr. Dimond, and it had also beer th t 
desirable to elect an additional director. " 

Mr. H. F. Bristowe, Q.C., Vice-Chancellor (deputy -chateseen), 
seconded the motion, and further congratulated the shareholders on the 
success of the society. 

After some observations from Mr. Tovriz and Mr. Sauypsgnrs, the report 
was unanimously adopted. 2 

Mr. W. Watmstex proposed, and Mr. J. H. Secker second: 
re-election of the retiring directors, Mr. H. P. Bowling, Mr. F. 
and Mr. E. Moberly, which was carried: 

On the motion of Mr. J. H. James, Mr. J. Boodle and Mr. L. R. Valpy, 
the retiring auditors, were re-elected. . Tt 

Mr. R. J. P. Broventon proposed, and Mr. A. H. S$xapwett seconded, 
the election of Mr. J. H. Jamies: a diréctor, ‘in the place of the late’ Mr. 
Dimond. The motion was carried. 

Mr. W. B. 8. Rackwam moved the appointment of Mr. J. 0. Deverell 
(Walters, Deverell; & Co.) as the new director.” ~ peor icctiaiee 

Mr. R. Surrn seconded the motion, which was adopted. 

Mr. Booprz proposed that the thanks of the meeting be presented to 
the directors, and the sum of £2,500, free of income tax, bé voted to them 
for their services during the past year. ee es 

The resolution having been seconded 
briefly acknowledged the vote. 

Mr. J. C. Turner moved that the thanks of the meeting be given to 
the auditors, and the sums of twenty guineas each be voted to them for 
their services. 

Mr. Wa.Msey seconded, and the motion was carried, 

The C#arnman moved a cordial vote of thanks to Mr. Berridge 
other officers of the society for their services during the past’ year. 

Mr. Powet. seconded the motion, which was cartied, and Mr. Berrmnce 
returned thanks. " satin geniregrnty 

A vote of thanks to the chairman, moved by Mr. Brrcu, terminated 
the proceedings. 


the 
eake, 


was carried, and the Caatmman 


and the 


GREAT YARMOUTH LAW SOCIETY. 


The action which was some months since inaugurated in this town by 
some of the local solicitors has now taken a definite shape. At a meeting 
held on Thursday last, it was resolved to form a local law society and law 
library. The Town Council has resolvéd to grant the profession the use of 
a room in the Town Hall for the purposes of the and the following 
gentlemen have been appointed its first officers *~ arn Holt (presi- 
dent), C. Diver (vice-president); F. Danby Palmer (fonorary secretary), 
who, with T. M. Baker, ‘A. FE: Cowl, T.-A. Rising, and E: W. Worlledge, 
form the committee, which will remain in “office until May, 1884. This 





movement, which has received the support of the learned recorder for the 
borough (8. Reeve, Esq.) and Sir .P. urgh, Q.C., the county 
court judge, has now been and appears to be likely to 


prove, in every respect, a success. 








It is stated that arrangements are now practically completed for the 
visit of the Lord Chief Justice t6 New York iii the autumn, when he will 
be the guest of the American Bar. bord idge will, it is believed, be 
accompanied by at least one other of her } a judges, 7 
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LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Atexanper Parts, solicitor (of the firm of Pearce, Paris, & Smith), 
of Southampton, has been appointed a Notary Public. 


Mr. Joun Georcer Nicnoxson, solicitor, of Doncaster, has been elected 
Clerk of the Peace for that borough, in succession to his father, the late 
alae Nicholson. Mr. J. G. Nicholson was admitted a solicitor in 

17. 

Mr. Marx Sxepuarp, solicitor, of 27, College-street, College-hill, has 
been elected by the Common Council of London to be a Member of the 
Thames Conservancy Board. Mr. Shephard was admitted a solicitor in 
1840. He is deputy for the Ward of Vintry. 


Mr. Tuomas Hoxton, solicitor (of the firm of Horton & Lee), of Bir- 
mingham, has been elected President of the Birmingham Incorporated 
Law Society. Mr. Horton has been for several years honorary secretary to 
the society. He was admitted a solicitor m 1859. 


Mr. Tuomas Epwarp Scrurrton, barrister, has been appointed Professor 
of Constitutional Law and Histury at University College, London, in suc- 
cession to Mr. Thomas Pitt Taswell Langmead, deceased. Mr. Scrutton is 
an LL.B. of the University of London. He was called to the bar at the 
— Temple in June, 1882, and he is a member of the South-Eastern 

uit. , 

Mr. Atexanper Henry, barrister, has been appointed Professor of 
Jurisprudence, and Lecturer in Indian Law, at University College, 
London. Mr. Henry isan M.A. of the Queen’s University in Ireland, 
and an LL.B. of London University. He was called to the bar at the 
Middle Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1865, and he practises on the 
Northern Circuit, and at the Cumberland and Westmoreland Sessions. He 
was for several years tutor in Roman law at the Inns of Court. 


Mr. Joun Reernatp Symonps, solicitor, of Hereford, has been appointed 
by the High Sheriff of Herefordshire (Mr. Robert William Dacre Harley) 
to be Under-Shenff of that county for the ensuing year. Mr. Symonds 
was admitted a solicitor in 1872. He is in partnership with his father, 
= James Frederick Symonds, who is clerk of the peace for Hereford- 
shire. 

Mr. Freperick Epwarp Nicuoxson, solicitor, of Doncaster, has been 
elected Coroner for the Doncaster District of Yorkshire, in succession to 
his father, the late Mr. Edmund Nicholson. Mr. Nicholson had previously 
acted as deputy-coroner. He was admitted a solicitor in 1876. 


Mr. Huen Vaveuan Tuomas, solicitor, of Rhayader, has been appointed 
by the High Sheriff of Radnorshire (Mr. Arthur Beavan) to be Under- 
Sheriff of that county for the ensuing year. 


Mr. Atpnevs Henry Rozorua, solicitor, of Derby, has been ap 
i the High Sheriff of Derbyshire (Mr. John Harrison) to be 
Sheriff of that county for the ensuing year. 


Mr. Wiiu1am Sreruen Jonzs, solicitor (of the firm of Jones & Forrester), 
of Malmesbury, has been appointed by the High Sheriff of Wiltshire (Sir 
Michael Robert Shaw Stewart) to be Under-Sheriff of that county for the 
ensuing year. Mr. Jones was admitted a solicitor in 1846. He is clerk to 
the county magistrates at Malmesbury. 


Mr. Epcar F. Cross, solicitor (of the firm of Warriner & Cross), of 
Dashwood House, New Broad-street, E.C., has been appointed a Commis- 


inted 
nder- 


sioner in England for administering Oaths, Declarations, &c., for use in | Map 


the Courts of the Province of Ontario, Canada. 





DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS. 


AtexaNDER Hemstey and ALexanpER Epmunp Hemszey, solicitors, 
4 and 5, Albany-court-yard, Piccadilly (Hemsley & Hemsley). March 7. 

Hersert Wriiuiams Reeves and ALBAN Henry Tuomas WapMorE, 
solicitors (Reeves & Wadmore), 31, Essex-street, Strand. Feb. 28. . The 
said Herbert William Reeves will continue to carry on the said business on 
his own account. [ Gazette, March 20.] 








LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
March 15.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
National Gallery (Loan). 
March 16.—Bill Read a Second Time: 
Parvate Brrt.—Price’s Patent Candle Company. 


Bill in Committee. 
National Gallery (Loan). 
Bill Read a Third Time. 
Payment of Wages in Public-houses Prohibition. 
March 19.—Biils Read a Third Time. 

Paivare Brt.—Preston Park, Brighton. 
National Gallery (Loan). 

HOUSE OF COMMONS, 


March 15.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
Parvate Brit.—Ogmore Dock and Railway. 









March 16.—Bills Read a Second Time. RG 


Private Bi1s.—North London Tramways; Manchester Ship Canal, 


Bill Read a Third Time. 
Consolidated Fund (No. 1). 


March 19.—Bills Read a Second Time. 

Private Briis.—Didcot, Newbury, and Southampton Junction Rajj. 
way ; Great Western Railway ; St. Helen’s and District Tramways; Solway 
Junction Railway; Staines, Chertsey, and Woking Railway; ‘Gout 
Epworth, and Owston Railway ; Leeds, Church Fenton, and Hull Junction 
Parliamentary Elections 


Railway ; Warrington Tramways. 
Ballot Act Continuance and Amendment; 
(Closing Public-houses) ; Bankruptcy Bill (No. 2). 








COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 


Jomnt Stock CompPanrss. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. ‘ 
CrivickR Brewery CoMPANY, LimITED.—Creditors are pequined, on or before 
April 9, to send their names and addresses, and the perti of their debts or 
to Richard Watson, 12, ves st, Burnley. April 30 at 12 isap. 
pointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 
G. LEwIs AND CoMPANY, LiMITED.—Petition for winding, up, presented March 1s, 
directed to be heard before Fry, J., on Aprilé. Flux an Pend , Leaden- 
hall st, agents for Morris and Sons, Shrewsbury, solicitors for the itioner 
GREAT BRITAIN SMOKE CONSUMING AND FUEL SavinG COMPANY, LIMITED.—By an 
order made by Chitty, J., dated March 5, it was ordered that the company be 
wound up. Gush and Co, Finsbury circus, solicitors for the petitioner 
Howeates, Day, AND Hott, LuwrtED.—F ry, J., has by an order, dated March8, 
appointed Henry Tinker, of Huddersfield, provisional official liquidator 
PonpDERS END Brick ComMPANy, LIMITED.—Kay, J., has fixed April 3 at 12 for the 
appointment of an official liquidator 
SourH Bank Iron Company, Lim1TeD.—Petition for winding up, prseniet March 
14, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on apet 7. m and Evans, 
Gracechurch st, agents for Jackson and J: ackson, Middlesborough, solicitors for 


the petitioners 
[ Gazette, Mar. 16] 
BrEWweERY Company, Lim1rep.—Petition for winding up, presented March 
16, directed to be heard before Kay, J., on April6. Sharpe and Co, Newet, 
Carey st, solicitors for the petitioners 
ASPHALTIC Woop PAVEMENT CoMPANY, LiutTED.—Creditors are required, on or 
before April 12, to send their names and addresses, and the culars of their 
debts or claims, to Frederick William Smith, 61, Wool Ex Coleman st, 
April 26 at 12 is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 


BIcKTON SILVER LEAD AND MANGANESE MINING CoMPANY, LIMITED.—Petitionior 
winding up, presented March 17, directed to be heard before » J., on April 
6. Be and Co, Bishopsgate st Within, solicitors for the petitioner 

CoMPANY OF AUCTIONEERS, VALUERS, AND EsTATE AGENTS, LIMITED.—By an omer 
made by J., dated March 9, it was ordered that the com be wound 
and that W: Earle Pearse, 4a, Cheapside, be continued Ra dator until 
capeement of an official liquidator, or until further order. Morley, Cheapside, 
solicitor for the petitioners 

Craig Dou SLATE ComPaNy, LruwiTED.—By an order made by Pearson, J., dated 
Feb 23, it was ordered that the volun‘ winding up of the company be con- 
tinued. Hughes and Co, Budge row, solicitors for the petitioners 

J. B. LAMBE AND Company, LimiTEp.—By an order made by Fry, J., dated March 
9, it was ordered that the com: be wound -_ Whites and Co, Budge row, 
Cannon st, agents for Meggy, Che ord, solicitor for the petitioner 

RAS GOLD MINING CoMPANY, LIMITED.—Creditors are required, on or before 

June 12, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debits 
or claims, to Edward Schubert and Thomas William Martin, 39, St Swithin’s 
ary June 26 at 12 is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts 
an 

MysorE REEFS GOLD MINING Company, Lrim1TED.—Creditors are required, on of 
before June 16, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Thomas Stephen Evans, 5 and 6, Bucklerebury. 4 uly 5 at 12 
is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 


PanporA THEATRE, LuwiTreD.—By an order made by Fry, J., dated March it 
was ordered that the company be wound up. Harrison, solicitor for the 
oners. 

[Gasette, Mar. 20.) 


Frrenpty Socretizes Disso.vep. 
Victory FRIENDLY Socrety, Anchor and Hope Inn, Lord st, Gravesend, Kent. 


[ Gazette, Mar. 20.] 








Mr. J. C. Walker, who, for four years past, has occupied the position of 
deputy town clerk of Salford, has resigned that position, and has entered 
into partnership with Mr. J. H. Bowden, of 26, King-street, Manchester. 


The petition, Jn re Appleton’s Trusts, came again before Mr. Justice 
Chitty on Saturday afternoon. The late Mr. Appleton, solicitor, of 
Crosby-square, London, among other bequests left, by his will, a sum 
consols to ‘‘ The Solicitors’ Clerks’ Society.’? The case was 

before the court a short time ago for its decision upon the quesue 
whether the testator meant the United Law Clesks’ Society, and it was 
then ordered to stand over for the purpose of ascertainmg whether 
were any other law clerks’ societies in existence which might have 
meant by the testator. It was now ascertained that there are the 
chester Law Clerks’ Friendly Society and the Liverpool Law 
Society, but they did not contend that the bequest was intended for 
Mr. Justice Chitty decided that the United Law Clerks’ Society, 
was meant by the testator, and said he was sure that neither the 
chester nor the Liverpool Society would desire to make costs by 
that their societies were intended by the testator. 
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CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS: UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY, 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 


Davey, JOHN, pee, Cornwall, Gent. Mar 28. Prisk v Michell, Fry, J 


Peter, 

GREEN, tates, Remembam HII, Berks Gent. Mar3i. Baldock v Green, Kay, 
7. Syoller and Son, Duke st, Adelphi oe 
, JOHN, ‘Winchester, Gente Apr4. Young v Hayward, Kay, J. Cann, 


Hurw. 
Bromley. Mar 21. Bright v Jackson, Kay, J. Heath- 


SoPHIA, Orwell 
uae ad. Lincoln sinn felis 
SMETHURST, WILLouGHBY, Rookwood, Chorley, 2, Sageanten, Mar 31. 
Smethurst v Osborne, Fry, J. Btogdon, Clement’s inn, 
Camden rd, Merchant. Mar Bi. ‘Stuboeck v Stuboeck, 


——¢ —— gm Esq. Apr 2. Weldon v 
WHITFORD. Tuam, Comm ercial rd, house, From Re Rest Manufacturer. Apr 
§. Whitford v Blackford, Chitty, bs Birchall, Mark 
(Gazette, March 2.]} 


Bast, WILLIAM, Bk sone pool Solicitor. Mar 30, Moore v Scotney, Chitty, J. 
Petch, John st, Bedford ro 
BARKER, JAMES, ye Brixton rd, Gent. Mar26. Barker v Briar, Fry, J. Briggs, 


LEESON, Westmoreland l, City rd, Licensed Victualler. Mar 30. Lee- 
Leeson, soem, tinea Read, ly ly pl, Holborn 


JOSEPH. 
m, V.C. Header, E 
Lavi, KATHERINE, St Mark st, Goodman’s fields. ed 6. Kaufman v Goldberg, 
Kay, J. , Palmerston bldgs, Old Broad 


FREDERICK, Borough, Southwark. ‘Mar 20. Morley v Lowther, Fry, 
J. Jones, Hart st, Bloomsbury 
horees, ones Witt Hain: ton Court, Gent. Mar 30. Newton v Birkett, 
Bacon, V.C. ,A Friars 


oe HARLES PERRY, South Wotipston rd, Hounslow, Gent. Apr 
6. Collier v Bailey, Chitty, J J. Capron, Bedford 


éaunscm, UKE B Hampton Court, "Gent. Mar 29. Paddison v 
Burrow, Bacon, V.C. Paddison and eon Castle st, Holborn 
(Gazette, March 6.]} 
ASTON, Wore, Birmingham, Jeweller. April 6. Aston v Stokes, Chitty, J 
Martin, GEORGE, ard’s Heath, Sussex, Flint Merchant. April 9. Dier 
Martin, Kay, J. Williams, mn ef bY 
NEWMAN, WHIM, Little Nag’s — Kentish Town, Gent. April 5. Newman 
v Wigley, Kay, J, tne’; Edgw: 

PATERSON, Jou, inan's “Court ag ag, South Kensington. May 10. Paterson v 
Sun, Epw. ‘ARD, Beliamont. Castle, Cavan, Collis Proprietor. April 10. Lough- 
ran v Smith, so J. Broome, Staple inn n, Holborn : 3 ee 
SOMERVILLE, A. Holle land rd, B h 30. Hawkes v Stow, Bacon, 

V.C, Cooper ani alker, Billiter st 


z [ Gazette, March 9.} 

BINKS, Jon, Boriporongh, Derby, Publican. April 10. Rotherham v Binks, 
BLOCKLEY, eae i, Argyll st, nt “1 Music Publisher. April17. Blockle 

Blockley, Deane, South “ iti 
sie ass, Veuve, Mon ne age April 9. Owen v Edwards, Fry, J 

Gixz, JacoB, Woolwich, Baker. April1i. Ginz v Ginz, Bacon, V.C. Young and 
HagTMaN, JOSE — PHINE MEYRICK, De hire pl. April Gillett v L di 
vons) il 5. illett v Lown 

at, V.C. Smith, Norfolk st, Strand - ° si 
io (CHARD Newton, N orwich, Accountant. April 16. Cooke v Ives, Kay, J 

Church st, Chelsea 


PALMER, EDWARD pam, porienves th sq, Professor of Arabic. soe 10. 


Daniel v Palmer, Kay, J Rhodes, Great Marlborough st 
PAWLE, JOHN CHRISTOPHER, New mn, Strand, ; Solicitor. April 10. Villiers v 
Chitty, 3 ‘Roberts Coleman st 
April 6. Goode v Cooke, Bacon, V.C. White, 


eral row 
[ Gazette, March 13.]} 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP, 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM 


Agpnoure, THOMAS, Ives st, Chelsea, Gent. Apr 20. King and McMillin, 


sq 
WARD, Norton, Derby, Gent. Apr7. Wake and Co, Sheffield. 
neasbee , Campden house rd, Kensington. May 1. Eadens and Knowles, 
Duvets, Hi Y, Rotherhithe, Surrey, Blacksmith. Apr 25. Pritchard, Grace- 
EpMunps, WILLIAM Worcester, Gent. May1. Southall, Worcester. 
{imurer, Maky, Carlisle. Apr 20. Norman, Car lisle ' 
WILLIAM, Tottenham, Carpenter. Apr 7. Wolferstan and Co, Iron- 


monger lane, Cheapside 
GLAZEBROOK, JOHN, New Shoreham, Sussex, Butcher. Apr 5. 


Cripps, jun, 
aw South nd pChencery lane, Solicitor. Apr3. Ewbank and Parting- 
Metis, Wistian ro North Woolwich, Kent, Telegraph Engineer. Apr 
Lime st 
ms FRaxcs eeu CHARLES, Agra, Madras, India. Apr 10. Kenrick, New 
JENKINS, JAMES, Wasted, nr Bracknell, Berks, Esq. May 21. Fielder and 
Doctors’ commons 
JouNstoN, WILLiam Woops, Tunbridge Wells, Kent, Doctor of Medicine. Mar 
i Bell and Burchnall, New Bri st 
LanGiry, Joun Jones, Liverpool, Rate Collector. May 1. Bartlett and Atkin- 
CHARLES, Newport, Monmouth, Merchant. Apr 12. Lloyd, Newport 
JOHN, Liverpool, Fringe Manufacturer, Apr tt Kiliey, Live soa 
N, ELLEN, Lea-by-Capenhurst, Chester, Apr 3. Mason ond aldecutt, 
NiGHOLGON, WILLIAM, Newcestio-upon- Tyne, Brush Manufacturer. May 1. 


and Youll, , Newcast!e-upon- 
Ba Magy Sp urcadgreme, nr veo. Apr7. Goffey and Co, Liverpool 
THORNTON, Paris, France,Gent. May 8. Dentonand Co, Gray’s 





: yo pean Caaras AvuaGustus, Ingatestone, Essex. May1. Few 
on Y 
= ~§ wy hme CATHERINE; Ingatestone, Essex. May 1, Few 





—— Harpziet, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Apr 6. Hopper, Newcastle-upon- 
cm, pe Temeents eee ta Apr 15. Be ngs gy 's inn, Strand 
TURNB THOMAS 


Apr 30. Slater and 
Wray, GrorGE, Waltham, Lincoln, Fellmonger. Apr 20. Stephenson and 
Mountain, Great 


Yates, Mantua, Brockf nr Stonham, Suffolk. Mar 31. Forbes, Paternoster 
TOW 
(Gazette, March 9.] 
APLIN, yraiuarcee gy woe eg Her Majesty’s ship Hecla, Lieutenant 
Royal Navy. 


$A Ly Nl 
BAuTON, GEORGE, ARiacolestield, Chester, W: Apr 24. Hand, Maccles- 


Busnprz, Eciaasere, Euoter, Apr ié6. Burch, Exeter 
BEYNON, ‘OWEN, Llanddausant, Carmarthen, Farmer. Apr 20. Beddoe, Merthyr 


Bruce, WILLIAM, Buenos Ayres, South America, Carpenter. Apr 30. Fox and 
Page, Serle st, Lincoln’s inn 
Copeene. GEORG: Siveckill, nr Hastings, Sussex, Esq. Apr 17. Phillips and 


DAvis, WILLIAM SMART, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Hotel Proprietor. May 1. 

Winterbotham and Co, Chel 

Berar aurat gecko ane APE anda ra ia 
Rg, SR Brighton, Sussex. Apr 26. Freeman and Freeman-Gell, 

orn, Paakens AtExANDEs, Ryde, Isle of Wight, Esq. Apr 28. Hollams and 

LIZABETH Cypmene, Ashton-under-Lyne, Lancaster. May 12. 


, Ashton-under-Lyn 
fary ANN, Cobbain, Kent. Apr 10. an Strood eats 
a , HERBERT, Reigate, Surrey, Murray and Co, Birchin 
MUSGRAVE, CHARLES Buxton, Charles st, Berkeley sq, Esq. ng 14. Dunning, 
sg st, poten arg eS New 
ORRIS, (EBE, Canterbury. Mar cas, og 
a ne JouN, Manchester, Brass Founder. Apr 21. Sutton os Elliott, Man- 
chester 
PEARSON, TIMOTHY, Wakefield, York, Gent. Apr30. Jansons and Co, Wakefield 
RoBINson, JOHN, Eccles, Lancaster, Cigar Merchant. Apr 21. Sutton and 


Rusoor, Dass, Wa rton, Chester, Gent. Mar 19. {Bridgman and Co 

,USCOE. ANTEL. ave m, r, 

RUSHFO ORTH, TH, WILLTAM JOHN, Sheffield, York, Gent. Mar 31. Swift Po vo Ashing- 
on, 2: 


, ANNE FRANCES, Cheltenham, Gloucester. Apr 14. Laycock and Co, 
Huddersfield 

oom ELIZABETH ANNA, Macclesfield, Chester. Apr10. Mair and Co, Maccles- 

a nae Downes, High st, Marylebone, Hosier. Apr 30. Crosse, Lancaster 


SEBEL, Las, Hyde Park gardens, Esq. Apr 16. Byrne and Lucas, Surrey 

st, Stran 

STYRING, JoHN WILLIAM, Wickersley, York, Farmer. Apr 20. Pashley and 
Hodgkinson, Rotherham 

TAWNEY, EDMUND BERNARD, Cambridge, Esq. Apr 20. Chilton and Green- 
Armytage, Bristol 

TAYLOR, ANNIE, Stretford, Lancaster. Apr9. Gartside, Manchester 

Tupor, Mary ELIZABETH, Langham st, Portland pl. Apr 24. Holt and Richard- 
son, aes st, St James’ sq 

Dowland, Devon. Apr10. Rooker and Bazeley, Bideford 
Put, Swindon, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. Mar 31. Thorney- 

croft, Wolverhamp ton 

Tyson, JOHN, Broughton-in-Furness, Lancaster, Yeoman. Apr 2. Dickinson, 


Broughto: ton-in-Furness 

WITCHELL, CHARLES HENRY, , Sinem, Gloucester, Yeoman. “Mar 31. 
Meade-King and Bigg, Bristo 

WoopirEy, MATTHEW, prtatchet, Essex, Maltster. Apr 20. Fleet, Hatton 


en 
Y¥NTER, DIANA ANNE, Oxford. Apr10. Morrell, Oxford 


(Gazette, Mar. 13.} 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 


MAacDONELL.—March 16, ox win of George Paul Macdonell, M.A., barrister-at- 
law, of of Lincoln’ - of a 
Watts.—March 15, at cath Lodge, Twickenham, the wife of H. G. Watts, bar- 
rister-at-law, of a son. 
MARRIAGE. 


Woprmeenen—yer ares 13, at St. S eg ee geo Samuel 
Worthington Wo: n, barrister-at- ak Temple, to Marian 
Gertrude, daughter ‘iam Peek, of Shelton, Sydenham-hill. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bankrupts. 
Frmay, March 16, 1883. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 


Hochbaum, August, Wardour st, Leather Bag Manufacturer. Pet Mar 14. 
Brougham. Apr 3 at 12 
Walker, William, Christo ders. Gon. and Bengt Magnus Lindwall, Railway pl, 
Fenchurch st, Shipbuil Pet Mari4. Brougham. Apr 4 at 12 
'o Surrender in the Country. 
Bishop, Henry, Bristol, Publica Pet Mar 13. Harley. 


Bristol, Mar 30 at 2 
Cooper, Henry Stonehewer, Upper Station rd, Finchley, Gent. Pet Mar 7. Boyes. 
Barne , a 
Oldman, 2° , jun, Thetford, Norfolk, Baker. Pet Mar 14. Cooke. Norwich, 


Apr 3 at 
Tharle Thatle, Harty Barton, Newport, Isle of Wight, Ironmonger. Pet Mar 12. Blake. 


Forest Carman. Mar 13, Pitt- 
(wan Ay ey ad om is = — 
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TUESDAY, March 20, 1863. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the —, 
‘ merece Surrender in London. 


Lake, Wapeey aes, avi Rb Weataninster, Con- 
tractors for oni Woe D 22. : 
George, General rd, Shepherd’s Bush, Or ailaee x Mar 16. Pepys. 
aby 12.3 
Btapheh, 3 mens Wailing st. Pet Mar 16. Pe 2 ier < of 31-20 
Stephe "i Alexander a Waterloo p ,» Doctor of Medicine. 
Pepys. Apr 4at 
To es in the Country. 


Clarson, Francis John, Burton on Trent, Ironmonger. Pet Mar 15. Hubbersty. 
Burton on Trent. Ape 5 5 at 1.30 

pros, Everard Fazaherley, Derby. Pet Mar 16. Weller. Derby, Apr 10 at 12 

William Henry, gs, Soliciton. Pet Mar 10. Young. Hastings, 

seek as 31 at.12 


y get muty, Newport, Monmouth, Mason. Pet Mar 16. Davis. 

_—— Walton, Lancaster, Draper. Pet Mar 16. Cooper. Liverpool, 

ym, Frederick George, Sutton, Surrey. Pet Mar 13. Rowland. Croydon, Apr 
Tesh, Kamuel, Sheffield, Drysalter. Pet Mar i6. Wake. Sheffield, Apr 4ati 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fray, March 16, 1883. 
busch, John Peter, Glengall rd, Old Kent rd, Manufacturing Chemist. 


afer is 
Yoater i fin Gridfeh, Bisham, Soictor. ssa — 


Hix: Josenb gpk nt, Camaen tows, Brovison Merchant. Mar 10 


Robinson haiebeck Welford, Great Portland st, Solicitor. Feb 22 


. Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Frmay; March 16, 1883. 


ie a tae Francs Allum, Tamworth, Warwick, Nurserymen. Mar 28 
atia' 
Titileboroue, Lancaster, iy mae 5 at 3.30 at office of 
Lothwe lack water oe 
sae lackburn, Lancaster, Provision Merchant. Mar 28 at 3 at 





tae hy — st, Blackburn 

Pome an John, St. Geo avern, Lambeth rd, Licensed Victualler. Apr 3 at 
2 at office of Allen, Ol Je ewry 

Bamford, Tom, and John Whitehead, Rochdale, Lancaster, Woollen Manufactu- 

rers. Mar 29 at 4 at Brunswick Hotel, Piccadilly, Manchester. Ji ackson and 


Co, Rochdale 

Bater, James, Barnstaple, Devon, Blacksmith. Mar 30 at 12 at. office of Thorpe, 
Castile st, Barnstaple 

or = Ph cage Balto Boiler Maker. Apr 3 at 3 at office of Evans, St George’s 


bert anchester 
Baynes, Robert i, Folkestone Clerk i in Holy Orders. Apr 16 at 3.30 at office 


of Curtis and Betts, South og, Ta; 
~—T 27 at 12 at office of Bavin and Daynes, 


Bell, John, Norwich, Blacksmith. 
Castle meadow, Norwich 

Christian, Fann st, Waterproof Manufacturer. Apr 3 at 12 at 

Cheapside 


Benck, 
Bennett, Josep, Bristol, E M t 2 at office of Sibl 
nnett, ris! ngineer. ar 30 at 2 at office of Sibly and Dickinso: 
aon net B Senin Bhopherd, Sid Kent, Clerk in Hol al A 
m, Benj epherd, Sidcup, Kent, Clerk in Hol ers. 4 at 
" 8 ab office.of Lawrence and Co, Old Jewry chbrs a ae 
son, J. eee ees, Camden rd, “Boot Dealer. Mar 24 at 3 at Masons’ Hall 


Tavern, eben e 
= David, Charterhouse bldgs, Leather Pn eveccay Apr 2 at 3 at Guild- 
Tavern, King st, Shespaide. Shires and 


Bland, John George, Birmingham, ree ee Om Mar 30 at 12 at office of Jelf, 
Bleo n William, P — nr_Rhuddlan, F Mar 
oor, m, Pen ‘armer.. 28 at 12 at C Hotel, 
porown sq, Denbigh. Lo oyd and Roberts, Ruthin ANegr - Aeon: 
ro’ r, eham, Cambridge, Grocer: Mar 27 at 12 at tland Arms 
Hotel, Newmarket. Read, Mildenhall obvi gases: 
Cee, See | ee lane. Merchant. Mar 27 at 12 at Inns of Court 


Angeli, 
on, John von, Gal Sheph h, 
Campi ot Count ous Hotel, Helbora Syl one s Ward, Bedford vow? 5 at2 at 
pesnrsies py iien kley, he yn. rd urrey, Commercial veller. Mar 
= Adam, Leicester, Carriage Builder. Mar 30 at3 at office of Owston and 


riar lane, Leicester 
Croydon, » Brickmaker. Mar 29 at 4.30 at office of 
28 ats at Law Institute, Albion pl, 


<Birgptae ft gcree 
Cooper, George, Lower Clapton pl, ewe) Fishmonger. Mar 29 at 3 at office 


Leeds. Turner and Towson, Leeds 

ous ocd win and wee Coleman. st. m el , Cheapside 
ottere m. es taffo Carpenter. Apr 9 at 3.30 at office 
Corbett, Pinfold’ st, Terlasten ; a ; enaeass 

Cox, W illiam Henry, Workington, Refreshment House Keeper, Apr 3 at3 at the 
Trevelyan Temperance Hotel, Dalkeith st, Barrow in Furness. Pinckney, 
Barrow. in Furness 

Co y ne, seg Skipton, York, Travelling Draper. Mar 29 at 11 at office of 

everley and # ‘reeman, ‘Hustlergate, Bradford 

Crosbee, Joseph, Birmi: ee Grocer. Mar 31 at 11 at office of O’Connor, 
Bennett’s , Birmi penate 

Cunningham, Robert ms ad Portsea, Hants, no occupation. Mar 30 at 8 at 145, 
peerage King, Portse 

Davies, W: Oldham, “out of business. Mar 29 at 3 at office of Blackburne and 
Smyth, firey GF st, Oldha: 

Davis, Tudor, Birmin i Licensed Victualler. Mar 28 at 3 at offices of Price, 


Dawson, Albert, Leeds, Innkeeper. Mar 28 at 3 at offices of Blacklock, Albion st, 


Diggens, Frank William, Arthur st West, London Bridge, Wi 

27 at 3 at offices of Bridger, Botolph lane, Rastchon 3 ee ee ee 
Doherty, William, Liverpool, Grocer. Mar 29 at 2 at offices of Carr and Tomkies, 
; — Liverpool 
Balsall Heath, Worcester, 


Commission Agent. 
obese of Hawkob and Wacken; Tesinis ve Sica ee Mar a8 st 12 at 


Birm 
Christchurch, ti Mogpmonth, N, man. Mar 28 at 2 at offices of 
irkenhead, Butcher. Mar 29 at 1 ot offices of Danger, Castile st, 








see ‘orien 





BATHS at 3a at 270, High Holborn Poncione, Raymond aw "| 
John, Li l, Veterinary Surgeon. ” Mor 29 at 3 at les, Grays fan 
Rian South ohn st, Liverpool baal 
Teche, & Joseph, Chester, Grocer. Mars 28 at 2at the Blossoms Hotel, Cheste 
Firth, Bae But Beighton, DePy Spring e Masmtactirer, Mar 27 at 3 at lay 
and Sheffiel: 
pone ela. G ries Dealer. Mar 30 at 11 at office of Porrett, Bank a 
reais ER Sheerness, Builder. Mar 30 at 11 at office of Stallon, Mile Tom, 
Forecast, William, Cheshire st, Bethnal Green, Beer Retailer. Apr 9 at 8 at i 


x ham st 
wor Deas, & a e od rd, Chelsea, Gardener. Mar 24 at 12 at office of Oona 


Argyll oy gent st. Goatly, Bow st 

Goldie, a Bri ig es eee Sere: Mar 29 at 12.30 at office of Beck. 
. TS, s t 
Gt Williom, Kin serene gg Hants, Parmer, Mar 29 at 4 at White Hors 
0. ou! m 
= ths, Abraham, She: Reid, General Merchant. Mar 28 at 2 at office” of Aut 
een en sh 5 effiel 

Guy, k, Ne aw 4 Wheelwright. Mar 28 at 9 at Inns of Court Ha 
Wolboea nBlake Nowpo 


Eaye, John, and earns” Raye, Beckenham rd, P 


srs eee ee eee 


Hove. Romsey. 





oe 


Hamblin, He Finsb' a Wood Green pee. ou 28 at 1 at Mason 
Hall Tavern, "Woodfin and ¢ Co, Tower chbrs. Moo te a 
Handy, Ann, Pershore, Worcester, Licensed Vict er. Mar 29 at 11 at offs 
Pace, Bridge st, Pershore 
—— Fs he Bradford, Picture Dealer, Mar 28 at 12 at 270, High Holbon, 
ter, Bradford pe 
Hewer, Alfred, Cirencester, Gloucester, Tailor...Mar 20 at 12 at King’s Heal 
tel, Cirenceste’ ullin cester . i 
Hills, William, Hinckley ey x4, Fast Di Dulwich: nilder. Mar 29 at 2at office of iat 
man, een Bt 
soe an dl. 1, jun, 1 Prastbourne, Builder. Apr 3 at i2 at Gilredge Hotel, Ter. 
Rathen Jahn, Nortoie, “Parmez 
Houchen, on Titchain, Norfolk, Farmer. Apr 4 at 12 at office of -Waiéea, 
: Cate aloe Norfolk, Butchiér. Mar 29 at 12 at offf0 of Bavin ana 
it. 
ine er, Man Pe cet Hounmanby, ‘ork, Grocer. Mar 28 at 12 at office of Tate and 
Scar Tro 
g fonts. ort don, Durham, Druggist. Mar 30 at 11 at office of May, 
jun, sane uckland 
J ackson, Robert J Jarrow, Durham, Butcher. Mar 27 at 11 at office of Scott, King 
seek, Willtess , Milton next bt paaed Li d Victuall Mar 30 at 2 at elle 
vesen 


ee 


Tey, 








of Lake, Parrock st, Gra 
J ohn, Richard Wiliain, Pembroke a ee Mar 28 at 12 at 2, Water st, Pen- 
rown, Pembroke Dock 
J ones, Henry, em oe ay On, 5agee sdoguned Victualler. Mar 80 at 3 at Queen's 
ote’ ester. tS) 10, 
Kemp, Henry Charles, East India Dock rd, Pe Tailor, Apr 10 at 8 at Siu. 
fone Hotel. 1, Ironmonger lane. Hare, Metal Seahsage bs ldgs, enhall avenue, 


G& hurch st 
Kenchy ohn, Goose Victoria st, Hatter. Mar 27 at 3 at office of Lindus and 
Bickne eapside 
Kimber, ae Bedford, Coal Agent. Maz 29 at 2.90 at Black Boy 2 
High row, Nottingham. Conquest and Clare, Bedford 
Lockett, William, Salford, Lancaster, Tripe Dresser. Mar 28 at 8 at office ot Fi, 
Princess st, Manchester 
Why ddial, Hertford, | Merchant. Mar 30 at 2.30 at Black Bill 
Hotel, Holborn. Armstrong, Hertfo: 
William Edward, Upper * Berkeley st, Portman sq, Examiner. Apr ost 


12 at ff f Hudson, Furniyal 
So, Jéhh Phomnpacr Arthur Heyward, Manchester, Merchants 


Meade, John Thompson, and Geo: 
anchester 
xford, Stationer. Mar 29 at 11 at office of Parker 


Mar 29 at 3 at Ong Cathedral Hotel, 
Corn Market, bn 
i ¢ vttants, Gepcers Mar 29 at 3 at office o 


e, 
and a Parker. 
Edm ds and pies "st Sa Mess Portsea 
‘ames’s st; 
Georg ee 28 at 11 at a ace of Binney and Co, ik 
Robert, Rotherham, York, Accountant. Mar 30 at 2at office of 


: 
; 
me 



























— Sheffield, Grocer. 
igh st, Rotherham 
Noar, Alexander, Manchester, Clothier. Mar 29 at 3 at office of Lees and Graham, 
King st, Manchester, Chew, Manchester 
or anes Edw Oe ag potas Boor Keeper. Apr 2at3at Ins 
rt ra. wee outham: st, Holborn 
orris, James, amor rt Sag Be Far office of White 


Norris, James, Portsmouth, ts, Hotel Keeper. 
hall, Union st, Port: 


Rhodes, 





ome Richard, Derby, y, Moulder. Mar 31 at 11 at offices of Owen, 16, Wardwisk, 
Ow. — Cemmes, Montgomery, Innkeeper. Mar 28 at at office at Hov- 
ors Seite ea Kent, Shipbuilder. Mar oe at o bt it 
Po spare Well Richard, Althorpe, Lincoln, Farmer. Mar 28 at 2 at office of Burton 


Prescott, Cpowle Brough, York, Farmer. Mar 28 at 8 at office of summers, 
Manor st, Kingston-upon-H: vu at 

Priestner, o oseph, Altrincham, Chester, Furniture Dealer, Apr 4 at 3 at7, 
Mount st, Albert sq, Manchester. Nicholls and Co, Altrincham . 

Qnickfall, William, Shanklin, ae Grocer. Mar 27 at 12 at Warburton’ s Hotel, 


Newport. Urry and Thirkell, Ryde 
Warcee, Warwi nek Robert Ridgway, En Exmouth, Devon, R Manufacture:. 


April 2 at 11 at Inns of Court Holborn. Searle, Crediton +3 at 
Renshaw, Samuel Thomas, es Commission serene. Apr 4a 
offices of Addleshaw and. Warburto: orfolk st, hes re, 
Richards, George, Sheffield, Provision Merchant. Apr 2 at 2 fat Hoole’s chm 
Bank st, Sheffield. Swift and nm, Sheftield ‘ad 
Richardson, Richard, Newcastle-u eT , Painter. Apr 8 at 11 at offices 
Hodge and Westmacott, Union ¢ Grainger st West, Newcastle-up- 


Tyn 
bolton, William, and John Robinson, Pa Northampton, Coal Merchants. 
Mar 31 at 2 at offices of Roche, St Giles’ st, N’ fener te offices 
Robson, John, Sunnyside, N umberland, 7 hk Apr 4 at 3 at 
inson, Grainger st West, Newcastle-u; xupowityne at 3 at 
Ruffot, James, Hertford rd, Kingland, Commercial veller, Mar 29 


offices of Bridger, Botolph lane, Eastcheap Albion et Leets 








Shaw, John, Leeds, Grocer. Mar 28 at 12 at P offices of Blacklock, 

— as Edward, Ki + aang” nein yd heonees. Victualler. Mar 28 at 
of Summers. or st, gt, Kines on- 

iinalbroed. Thomas 





lenry. 
28 at 2 at the any of Court "Hote 
Seite Re Ben, Thecldey, York, Groc 
Cheapaide, 


Bradfo: 
Smith, Francis Jo he, Bodtonde et bared 


ard, Taner Park, Corn Merchant, Mat 
et High Holbo mri dale, Essex st, 

i Hotborn Tindal, Hesex st Su 
jApE 2,at 9 at the Queen’s Hota Nev 
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Sheffield, Boot Maker. Mar 30 at 2.30 at offices of Taylor, Norfolk 
. Mar3t at 2at the White 


eer. Mar 27 at 12 at 
kton. Go, Mai 
York, ‘Blanket Manufacturer. Mar 28 at 3 at the 
Chadwick, De : 


rence ot 
wick, ee 
hacker, erbert, and John. Thomas teen, No , Engineers. 
Mar 29 at 12 at offices of a be Marriott, Voce st, ogee: 
Samuel Devon; out of business.’ Mar 31 at i. at offices 
= eapelde, Hartnoll, Exeter 
ne Baan ie St Edmunds, Suffolk, Draper. April 3 at 11 at 


Bed ever veneng mercasies, Timber Merchant. April 2 at 3 at 
Gallowtree gate, Leices 
rhe —_ » Leeds, Beerhouse Seer. Mar 29 at 2.30 at offices of 
on 
Wells, es Basighall se rd, Dulwich, out of business. Mar 29 at 2 at offices of 


William, So Gout st Exeter, Bother. Mar 28 at aereTy of Reed, 

George, Heywood, Lancaster Engineer. Mar 29 a Queen Anne 
Rayner and Turner, Manchester 

Willenhall Btaitord, Lock Manufacturer. Apr 4at ii at office of 


d Richard, Newton Abbot, Devon, Veterinary Surgeon,, Mar 30 
fouthcott, Post Office st, Bedford circus, Exeter. Beachey, 


omas, Glamorgan, Grocer. Mar 29 at 12 at 
Morty 


Th 
‘ han, High s 
Job, Hadgware rd, Linendraper. Apr 2 at 2 at 99, Cheapside. Ashurst 
Brittain Daw Dawes, ban Eocleshall, -~ sommamaen out of business. Mar 
2 at. oftice of a oe a a 
William, Canterbury, Glover. r 28 . 11 at office of Mercer, Watling 


on f 
rge, Mrdington, Woerwi Warwick, Nurseryman. Mar 30 at 11 at office of 


, Colmore row, 
: wee March 20, 1883. 
pop Groep, Nottingham, Milk Seller. Mar 30 at 11 at office of 
ith, Low Pavement, Nottingham 
im, Nottingham, Grocer. Mar 30 at 12 at office of Maples and 


pic on ham 
mporter of Pianofortes. wey 11 at 3 at-Can- 
non st otel, annon st. : wall, Lnnporter and don, West st, 


Asin, Murray, Cc Copthall Be Rio Brot - nea 30 at 2 _ = of Newman 
and 
Buls, Rober 9 alk Liverpool Hotel Keeper. Apr 4 at 12 at office of 


aks bert Seater st, ool 
Barker, William, Livexpool, ter. Apr 8 at 2 at office of Etty, Lord st, Liver- 


Henry Baggaley, Scothern, Lincoln, Brewer. Apr 11at11 at office of 
Tweed and Co, Sal coln 

Bates, John Cumming, Barton Derby. a. Apr 8 at 11 at office of Brown 
and Ainsworth, St eter’s gate, Stoc 

Walter , Wargrave, Berks, Plumber. Apr 3 at 2 at Broad Face Hotel, 
——e — Awdry, at 

veut illiam, Bathford, Bemeneet, Baker. April 6at3 at offices 

Union st, st, he 


Lion _terr, Putney, Mercantile Clerk. .Mar 30 at 2 at office of 
a Veet House, Christchurch assage, Newgate st 
uel Husbands, jun, Rebel Harlesden, Manager to a Company. 
% at 2 at offices of Foss and Ledsam, Abchurch jane 
meres Christian, Fann st, Leather Manufacturer. April 3 at 12 at 111, 


William, Wolverhampton, Butcher. April 3 at 3.30 at offices of 
m, Ciucen st, ‘Wolverhamp 
Bliza Maria, Yorsregs it. mare Gemarthen,§ General Engineer. Apr 


$at 8.30 at offices of G bran eee Sap Sain: ange 
prigh bi, Cnrrard ot Bale > eng 
s ct, Bris’ 


of G and Gwyn 
.W., Solicitor. Apri ‘April ¢ 6 at 2at1,St Thomas’s sq, Ryde. 
et amenes te, Solicitor. April 10 at 3 at offices of 
“7% *Mancheste 
PEON, Tricycle Manufacturer. April 4 at 12 at 
King st, W: 


+ ga grep “Tailor. Mar 27 at 3 at office ot oo. Zetland rd, 

















= Berners mews, Oxford st, Gilder. Apr 4 at 3 at office of Hay- 
Thomas, er York, Farmer. Apr 2 at3 at office of Peters, New 
ngham, Fruiterer. Mar 30 at 11 at office of Unett and Co, 

ber Carrier. Apr 6 at 2.30 at Red Lion Hotel, 


rycombe, Timi 
Wyecom! Rawson and Awdrey, Gt Marlow 
8, Charles, a Brewer. Apr 4 at 3 at office ¢ of Sutton and Elliott, Foun- 


Manchester 
ck, Spring ¢ grove, Isleworth, Brick Manufacturer. 
st. Ashurst and Co, Old Jewry 
tshall St Andrew, Suffolk, General shop keeper. Apr 3 at 12.30 
Hall Quay chbrs, Gt Yarmouth 
York, Plane Manufacturer. Apr 2 at 11 at office of Crumbie 


0 
, Stretford, Lancaster, Butcher. Apr 4 at 2 at office of Horner, 


st, Manchester. 
Frederick, and Benjamin eg og eepereneone, Builders. Mar 29 at 


of Hatchett-Jones oa Co, Mar 
es Birmingham, Oil Merchant. “ape 2 at 3 at office of Fallows, Cherry 


rge, Isleham, ponbeidge, aoe. ae 8 at 12.30 at Rutland Arms 
Newmarket, Fenn and Newmarket 
“ere mony Kingston-on-Thames, China Dealer. Apr 2at12 at Castle 
coln’s inn 
“ol oy! | Robers, ca Bie Northumberland, Chemist. Apr 6 at 3 at office of 
. est, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
anny tebvhn i Grocer. Apr 5 at 3 at office of Gratton, Alder- 


radford 
My Ag ne Lowe rg Sener Apr 3 at 3 at office of 
Warrington. Wilkinson, parapet 
oye, Bournemouth, Hants, Jeweller. Apr 2 at 3 at Inns of 
te) ; 


> Lower ‘Clapton, Carpenter. Apr 2 at 3 at office of 
-; , - 

Gloth Manufacturer. r4at ii at office of 
ron fa Hed deratiehd ap 








Gorton, Henry George, Old Swindon, Wilts, Baker. Mar 30 at 2.30 at office of 
Dore and Co, High st, Swindon. Salmon, 
Hartley, Albert, Huddersfield, Grocer. Apr 2 ab 3 at office of Learoyd and Co, 


W: , and Joseph Moore, Halifax, Soap Manufacturers. Apr 2at 11 
on Bt Durnford, Ward’s End, Halifax ” 


Hay eee lane, Strattord, Job Master. Mar 31 at 2 at office of 
sr doe, See Ara West Elam lane Stratford . 
ard Ji P . Auctioneer. Apr 5 at 12 at 


Railway bldgs, Peckh 
ffice of a Leader, St Paul’s ch 
- Hall, Henry James, nd, St John's mre iccosea Victualler, Apr 
at 2 yo — ot Presswell, 


rant <egtie q eS Grocer. Apr 4 at 2.30 at office of 
— Pontypoo 
Hill, Benjamin Sp ter, Plumber. Apr 3 at 11 at office of Allen and 
Beauchamp, Sansome ad ‘Worcester 
+ ~ James, Stockport, Boot Dealer. Apr 4 at 8 at office of Johnson, Vernon 
st, Stoc: 
* Tailor. Mar 31 at iat Inns of Court Hotel, Holborn. 
Boycott, Hereford. 
etna green, Baker. Apr Sat 3 at office of 


Huber, 
Cooper an ae Linco! 2-3 

—a Oa’ eee, Dyer. he 6 at 12 at 12, Piccadilly, Bradford. Wavell 

0, 

Tronm: atroderick, Lonpeenany | Hee Worcester, Timber Merchant. Apr 6 at 3 at 
office of J aques, Temple row, ham 

Jarritt, William Jolliffe, Bristol, Pawnbroker. Apr 2 at 12 at office of Tribe and 
Co, Albion chbrs, Bristol 

Jenkin, Alfred, Leedstown, Cornwall, Builder. Apr7 at 2 at office of Dale, Hel- 


ston 

Jones, William en i, ee Coal Merchant. Mar 30 at 11 at office of 
Rhodes, Queen st, Wolverhampton 

Kemp, Thomas Harrison, Welton, Lincoln, Farmer. Apr 6 at 3 at office of Toyn- 
bee and Co, Bank st, Lincoln 

King, Hi Hen Ly Exeter, Surgecn Dentist. Apr 8 at 11 at Bude Haven 
Hotel, Bi wi eter. 

Ki bury, J Oo h Lewis, Watchet, Somerset, Shipwright. Apréat 8 at office 

an 

Lali d, Fred erick Aime, Ardwick, Manchester. Apr5at 3 at office of 
Ormerod and Allen, Clarence st,, ester 

——_ Jolin, Green view, Ealing, Draper. Apr 3 at 8 at office of Lloyd, Worm- 


st 
Loader, Ann, Norwich, et rah re Mar 29 at 3 at office of Kent, St Andrew’s 


<maaels Mercus Davi rd, Paddington, Jewellér’s Manager. Mar 29 
at3at ae of zoseneees olborn viaduct 

Lowes, John Wal Rotherham, York, Watchmaker. Apr 5 at 2 at office of 
Rhodes, High st, to hecho 

Richard, South London Auction Rooms, Auctioneer. Mar 30 at 1 at ¢ 

Grays’ inn pl, Gray’sinn. Norris 

Marks, James, "Bath, Baker. Mar 30 at 11 at 3, Wood st, Bath. Mauer 

McDonald, Anthony, Sunderland, Grocer. Apr 9 at 12 at office of right, John 
st, Sunder! 

Machon, John, Buntingford, Hertford, Coal dip RR Mar 30 at offices of Gas 
Company, High st, Buntingford, in lieu of place originally named 

MecQuhae, Thomas, "New indsor, Berks, Builder. Apr 2 at 3 at office of Long 
and Co, Park st, Windsor 

Mercer, Alfred, Selkirk rd, Lower Tooting, Builder. Apr 4 at 3 at Law Institu- 
tion, Chancery lane. ‘Waller and Son, Duke st, Ad 

Meza, on Hafod, Glamorgan, Grocer. Apr 3 at 3 at Royal Hotel, Cardiff. 

Morgan, Pontypridd. 

Morrison, Hannorah, Liverpool, Confectioner. Apr 8 at 3 at office of Quelch, 
Hatton garden, Liverp ool 

oa Nee Barnett, Eastficld Villa, Hanwell, Gent. April 4 at 2 at office of 


d Beyfus Lincoln’s inn fields 
Noe Timo Birmingham, Stonemason. Mar 28 at 21 at offices of Eaden, 
Nene Seta Guristopher Norfolk, and Robert Martin, n, Kingston upon Hull 
0 ohn. er No: an ull, 
Tron Shipbuilders. ar 30 at 11 at Law Society, Lincoln’s inn bldgs, Bowlalley 

lane, Aeron upon Hull 

Nurse, Ri ond, Keston rd, East sg eg _—. April 3 at 1 at Inns of 

Court Hotel, Holborn. Tadman, Gray’s inn 
axes, Thomas, Ti ton, Stafford, Clothier. Ae 4 at 11.30 at offices of Sheldon, 

es 

iamendor, Fe Chalieahath, Whitesmith. April 4 at 11 at office of Clark, 


~ Regent st,-Che' 
Payee Edward, Cardi Cardiff, General Carrier. April 3 at 11 at office a Morris and 


Pearl, ony High st, Cardi Sacks som House Keeper. Mar 
81 at 11 at office of ras : 
‘eath, " mewick, Fi s Clerk. 30 at 1 at office — 
Z Mar 31 at 12 at offices of Lewis, 
‘ord . 


Hnuime, Manchester, Grocer. Mar 30 at 3 at Mitre Hotel, 
anchestéer. 


omas Rain, 
grey Tpeteee gates, Manchester. neat, 
William, . With thypoole, Somerset, Labourer. Mar 31 at 4.30 at office of 


Shapland and Son, Sonth Molton 
Bitingsbarst, Sussex, Builder. Apr 9 at 12 at office of Medwin 


, William, 

and Co, London rd 

Reynolds, Robert, Rotherham, Grocer. Mar 31 at 11 at office of Wills, Bank chbrs, 

ye ligate, Rotherham 

Rich, George Rees, Stoke Newington rd, Tobacconist. Apr 2 at 3 at office of 
Wright and Law, High Holborn 

Ric hardson, John, Tonbridge King’s Gross, Clerk. Apr 3 at 3 at office of Blair 
and Girling, Guildhall chbrs, Basinghall st 

Robarts, Ri Sarg Hoary, Torre, Tor uay, ‘Draper. Apr 3 at 3 at Union Hotel, 
Lower Union st, Torquay. Creed, Newton Abbot 

Roberts, James, Cambridge rd East, Bethnal Green, Plumber. Apr 4 at 3 at office 
of Briant, Winchester house, Old Broad st 

Saunders, Horace, Brighton, Timber Merchant. a 5 at 12 at Guildhall Tavern, 
Gresham st. Freeman and Freeman-Gell, B: 

Schleman, Henry Anthony, and Joseph Schioen,, ‘Sheppy yd, Cotton Dealers. 
bal 5 a 8 3at office of Andrews and Mason, onan lane. Bartrum, Old 

ewry chbrs 

Schneider, Anton, J gore, Guildford rd, Poplar, Baker. Mar 28 at 3.30 at office of 
Young and Sons, Mar 

Scott, Charles, Delamere c resoent » Paddington, Auctioneer. Mar 30 at 8 at office 
of Sampson, Marylebone rd 

Shephard, William. Ashby-de-!a-Zouch, Nurseryman. Apr 2 at_ 11 at Queén’s 
Head Hotel, Ashby-de-!a-Zotch. Fisher and ac Yo, Ashby-de-la-Zouch 

Simmonds, William, Towcester, Northampton, Professor of Music. Apr 6 at3 
at Talbot Hotel, Towcester. Whitton, Towceste 

Skelding, age g Mormon, Kingswinsford, Stafford, Forgeman. Apr 2at3 
at office of Hi High st, Brierley Hill 

oye ong » Chemist. Apr 2 at 3 at office of Simpson, Albfon st, 


Haward, Westmorlan Grocer, Apr 10-at i at office of 
eetarenniae ry roa a, ai + 
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St tringer, cbn, Shelton, Stoke-w: 
Hueen's Hotel, Hanl Hanley. J 

Tite, Wititem. 3s ¥F 
stone. 


Tomlinson, J: mi Hic’ 
at 3 at George the bo) ats 
sons, Newar! 


‘olkestone 


Seven Stars tars Inn, Stratford on Avon. Warden, 


cle 
Wa lters, Harry. No 
Sid Moot Hail chbrs ‘lane, Notti 
Wels, 5 Edward. and Edward J: 
Wheeler, James Talboys, Cheselton rd, 
office of Stevens and Co, St Mildred’s ct, Poultry 


White, Senior, Dewsbury, Butcher. Apr 10 at 2 2 at office of Scholes and Son, 





oe Organ Builder. Mar 30 at 11 at 
einestone, Kens, zu Pastor. Mar 31 at 2.at Rose Hotel, Folke- 


, Newark-upon-Trent, Nottingham, Stationer. Mar 30 
h Hotel, Geo Gecees st, Nottingham. Pratt and Hodgkin- 


Turner, James, Te a Hammersmith Grocer. Apr 2at2at6, Arthurst, East. 
Carter and Fastchea 


Waldron, William, Bidford, Warwick, Licensed ceeene. er ae 81 at 11.80 at 
ord on 
— Charles, a Colliery Manager. Apr 4 at 3 at office of Rideal, 


een Cab Proprietor. Apr 4 at 12 ~ office of Marshall, 
ham. Cranch, ham 

James Fenwick Gale, Queen Victo st, Iron Mer- 

March 30 at 2 at office of Hudson and Co, Queen Victoria st 

,no occupation. Apr 16 at 3 at 
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CURRENT TOP! 
Te ae, stots, |S ee eins | Canela v Pret 
;RNME: 
Diss, Salmon dinky Wilson, ee nee ee OrenEAL RECEIVERS IN BANK- In re The Hoover Hill Gold 
Williams, Soseph. Ch Chester, Baker. Mar 30 at 4 at office of Churton, Eastgate bldgs, tet Perrerrrrrrrrre bo Limited) ... 000 .cesesu F 
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and Grocers. 
Chariti -¥e Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. SCHWEITZE & CO 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 





BIRMINGHAM, &c. 
REVERSIONARY INTERESTS.—Two i 
and_ valuable UNDIVIDED FOURTEENTH 


Real Lease- 
te of Thomas Crowley, 
gag ay subject to the interest of the tenant for 
life, about seventy. The Estate com- 
Prope Freche id Ground Rents, amply secured upon 

wet is Smithfield Livery-street. Farm-street, 
Well ll - street, Key -road 
ier Ba os Lodge - Toad) Unett - street, Adam- 
street, Barn-street, _ poe iverebal and Irvi 
street, Parker-street, Monument-lane, and Balsall 
Heath, amounting to £404 3s. 104d. per ‘annum, with 
Reversion-in-fee at dates from ten to 
reps | years apes. nel “gt Ground 
Ren secured, and arising from erties 
situated in Lionel-street, Benacre-street, Great 
Colmore - street, Irving - street, Latimer - street 
prow Wrentham-etrect, ‘Bherlock-street, ot, Sa 
street, Oozells-street, Frospect-row -row, 
Villa-street, t, and 
Handsworth ; 
ton ; 


Russell - street ; 


hereof ; 

sions to part of the Property from which ‘= Lease- 
hold Ground-rents arise. Centrally-situated and 
valuable Leasehold Properties in Bristol-street, 
Cheapside, and Broad-street, now or recently let on 
leases and annual tenancies, at old-fashioned rents, 
amounting to £458 10s. per annum, but worth con- 
emountin more. And various sums of Money, 
amounting pA £11,667 6s. 6d., at present invested on 

Mortgage, ad in Railway Stocks, Wyn 
Gonpursnins a onl other high-class Municipal 


£7,725, being th 
to the Birmingham Corporation. Also, Two Poli- 
cies of Insurance in the Scottish Equitable Assur- 
ance poaiey on the Lives of the Persons entitled to 
the Reversionary Interest, as against the life of the 
tenant for life. 
ENURIES & SMITH are instructed by 
} Mortgagees to SELL the above by 
AU CTION, at the Great Western Hotel, Monmouth- 
eet Birmingham. on THURSDAY, the 5th day of 
RIL next, at SEVEN p.m. unctually, 
Aesth iculars and conditions of sale are in course of 
repara’ and pew be 
Brox 22, Cheneeryjane, 
tan 


sane, SOS pt 


of the 4 
Coes Stok: Anictlonecrs, at ¢ their’ ‘Offices, 25 





200, 203, and 204, Tottenham Court-rosad, London, W. 
N.B.—Household Furniture Warehoused or Removed 
on reasonable terms 


HOOTING. — Wanted, 
Lease, from 3,700 up to 10,000 Acres of first-rate 
Partridge Shooting. on house objected 
to, but a moderate-sized house with large outbuild- 
ings would be taken. No reply need be made unless 
= bags of Partridges are y firs 





immediately, on 


t-rate.—Reply to 
P., care of Messrs. Gairdner, 9, Craig’s-court, 
Charing-cross, London, 8.W. 


HE LONDON ASSURANOK. 
Incorporated BAND At, Charter, A.D. 1720. 
Fras U. 





FOR No. 7, ROYAL EXCHANGE, 
:—NO. 
LONDOS , EBC. : 
West End Branch :—No. 55, PARLIAMENT-STREET, 
Lonpon, 8. W. 





Governor—WILLIAM RENNIE , 
Sub-Governor—LEWIS ALEXAND WALLACE, 


Deputty-Governor — GEORGE WILLIAM CAMP- 
ELL, Esq. 





a Go psxtethacs, E Robert Henderson, Es 
bert Burn lyth, Esq “he Louis Huth, Esq. piasing, 

T Bresd, “Aa on eae eee Esq. 
Edward Budd, Esq Esq Charles L 
Mark Wilks Collett, Esq.| Greville opal, E 
George B. Downers, ~ eee R. wW. Briana! RN 
Robert Gillespie — 
Howard Gilliat, tsa Robert Ryrie me. Bea, 
Henry Goschen, Albert G. Sandeman, Esq 
Edwin Gower, “— ty David P. Sellar, Esq. 
A. C. Guthrie, Esq. Col. Leopold Seymour. 
Percival L. ‘Hambro, Esq.| John tee. Esq. 

‘West End Committee 

8. P. Low, E = ? essrs. Grindlay & Co. 
Charles 8. P; -street, St. ae S.W. 


» 22, King 
The Hon, Francis cis Pater, 3,‘ ‘emple-gardens, EC. 
Messrs. Johnsons, Upton, Budd, & Atkey, 20, Austin- 


Messrs. Colpo Withers, ‘sepaed & iin, 4, 
dtord-row, W W.C 


Prag” IS HEREBY GIVEN that the fifteeen 
Pal of grace allowed for renewal of Lady-Day Fire 
ies wil aaiees on 9th April. 
laims under Life Policies. are aoe ace payeiis upon proof 
satisfaction 


off death and title being furnish 
of the Court of Directors, without as a de- 
ferring the settlement for a or @ period of three months. 


erase naa mas ts ctoan and other in- 
on 
URENCE, Secretary. 





94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDOM. 





are held on Mondays, Wi 
Frida; 


short notice (if 


uired). 
Valuations for 


and 39, Gracechurch-street, E.C. 


hold and Office Furniture, 


ESSRS. JOHNSON & DYMOND by 

to announce that their SALES by AUCTIONd 

Plate, Watches, Chains, Jewellery, Precious rin sat 
ednesdays, Thursdays, si 


The attention of Solicitors, Executors, Tr istees, an 
others is particularly called to this ready mzans for tt 


disposal of property of d and other vlients, 
In consequence of the fre me yee A of their = Messrs. 
J. & D. are enabled to include large or small quantities # 


robats or Transfer. Terms on 
cation to the City Auction Rooms (established 1 


Messrs. Johnson & Dymond beg to fo nae that. ther 
Auction Sales of Wearing ——, » Piece Goods, Hous 
epee &¢., a 
held on each day of the week (ackardage Gann 
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pany for the — 


anew 
the rm 
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Deed of Settlement. 





4ot by a Board of Directo 
purpose of nae 
provisions of the sai: 
recommended for a 
Directors who retire 


J.R. Buckto 





reenen, z Ww. Salmon, 
ure, and Geo 

off fler themselves orre-d 
Thetis ao We use, al 
offer themselves for 








126, Chancery-lane, Tonk 15, 


and LIFE It- 
SURANCE COMPANY. 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN hi that the ANNUAL 
ERAL MEETING 


idend ; and for other 
NOTICE LSO HE 

diately after the conclusion ra the business 

Annual General Meeting, an EXTRAOR 

GENERAL MEETING of the he Compa 

Settlement, be held ryt the La Office of the 
of pecans: Resolution 

lause for the existing Clause 


proposed substituted Clause, 
has tele a to each Shareholder, 


areholder: has ben mt the 
the same in pursuance the 
Deed, and iS by such 


H: 
Field, F. J. Reith, Sir ae ay Pe KCB, 
, Sisson, C 


Dy sheng tear 







olders of tis 
No, 1% 


ovember, 


en 
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